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ABSTRACT 
Asperger Syndrome is a pervasive developmental disorder, characterised by 
impairments relating to social interaction, communication skills, executive functioning, 
and atypical or repetitive behaviours. Students with Asperger Syndrome therefore, may 
demonstrate little awareness of critical social understandings, and lack the ability to pick 
up on social cues, which serves to set them apart from their same aged peers.  
For the majority of students with Asperger Syndrome in New South Wales (NSW), 
Australia, their schooling takes place within regular classes, placed with ‘regular’ students, 
and with teachers who often have limited experience or knowledge about this specific 
disability. Little, if any, consideration is given to these students specialised social needs 
when they are placed in regular education classrooms.  
Using a mixed methods design of survey and embedded case studies, the relationship 
between teacher attitudes and the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome was 
explored. Two hundred and one primary school teachers completed the Teacher Attitudes 
Survey, returning more positive attitudes toward students’ social inclusion but less positive 
attitudes toward their own effectiveness in catering to the needs of students with Asperger 
Syndrome.  
Five case studies, each consisting of interviews and observations, were undertaken in 
four primary schools. Participants included three male and two female students with 
Asperger Syndrome, their teachers, school Principals, and nominated peer groups. Results 
reported shared key findings across all five cases from the social inclusion construct. 
However, only one of the target students demonstrated active engagement in socially 
inclusive opportunities. Results suggest this was the result of long-term friendships with 
peers and the manner in which the teacher utilised the classroom environment to facilitate 
the social inclusion of this student with Asperger Syndrome. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 
The concept of inclusion in education worldwide advocates that students with special 
needs can and should be educated in the same settings as their typically developing peers 
with appropriate support services, rather than being placed in special education classrooms 
or schools (Polat, 2011). Inclusion of children with disabilities into mainstream educational 
settings is an extensively debated and discussed topic (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011; 
Lingard & Mills, 2007; Nind & Wearmouth, 2006). Inclusion of students with an Autistic 
Spectrum Disorder (ASD) is also well debated (Frederickson, Jones, & Lang, 2010; 
Lindsay, Proulx, Scott, & Thomson, 2014; Ravet, 2011). However, the inclusion of 
students with Asperger Syndrome, a developmental disorder located on the autism 
spectrum, is less often the focus of research.  
Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) is an umbrella term used to describe a spectrum of 
disorders characterised by impairments to social development, language and 
communication, and rigidity in both thought and behaviour (Cushing, 2013; Dodd, 2005; 
Jordan, 1999; MacLeod, Lewis, & Robertson, 2013). People with a diagnosis of Asperger 
Syndrome also exhibit these three characteristic traits of Autism Spectrum Disorder. Yet 
despite its initial diagnostic placement as a specific, recognisable syndrome quite distinct 
from autism (DSM-IV; American Psychiatric Association, 1994) the assumption remains 
that Asperger Syndrome is the same as autism. Asperger Syndrome, however, has at its 
core, impairments in social interaction. The first criterion listed in the DSM IV-TR 
(American Psychiatric Association, 2000) for diagnosing Asperger Syndrome was a 
qualitative impairment in social interaction thus, in a regular education classroom, the 
student with Asperger’s may “often manifest deficits in social abilities despite being 
academically successful” (Stitchter, O’Connor, Herzog, Lierheimer, & McGhee, 2012, p. 
354). The concern for students with an Autism Spectrum Disorder, especially those 
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diagnosed with Asperger Syndrome, is that due to the very nature of their disability, 
placement in a regular class may result in ‘exclusion’ because the student’s individual 
social needs are not being met by the teacher, the classroom and the school. 
It is pertinent to note at this point that recent changes to the diagnostic criteria in 
DSM-V (American Psychiatric Association, 2013) have seen the collapse of the Pervasive 
Developmental Disorders domain, which included: Autistic Disorder, Asperger’s Disorder, 
Childhood Disintegrative Disorder (CDD), Rett’s Disorder and Pervasive Developmental 
Disorder Not Otherwise Specified (PDD-NOS). These changes have seen the deletion of 
CDD and Rett’s Disorder as specific ASD categories, with Autistic Disorder, Asperger’s 
Disorder and PDD-NOS merged into a single diagnosis of Autism Spectrum Disorder 
(Kaufmann, n.d.). Recent concerns have revolved around the possibility that a subset of 
individuals, who previously held a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome under the DSM-IV-
TR, will no longer meet the criteria of ASD under the revised DSM-5 (Gibbs, Aldridge, 
Chandler, Witzlsperger, & Smith, 2012). The use of the term Asperger Syndrome 
throughout this thesis reflects the specific diagnostic criteria of participants at the time this 
study was undertaken and completed.  
Appropriate and accessible education for all is, in essence, a matter of social justice. 
Internationally this issue has come into focus increasingly over the past century with the 
development of a series of statements and declarations on human rights, which include the 
right to education for all, the rights of people with disabilities, and the right to equitable 
and accessible education for people with disabilities (see Salamanca Statement and 
Framework for Action on Special Education Needs (UNESCO, 1994); UN Convention on 
the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and Optional Protocol (UN General Assembly, 
2007); World Declaration on Education for All (UNESCO, 1990). Australian educational 
policy regarding students with disabilities has been bolstered by the enactment of the 
Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 
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1992) and the associated Disability Standards for Education (2005) (Commonwealth 
Attorney General’s Department, 2005), which is the national legislation supporting 
appropriate and accessible education in any educational setting preferred by a student or 
their family. This legislation does not specify that students must be educated in any 
specific setting; rather, it ensures that students have the right to an education on the same 
basis as their non-disabled peers. 
Supporting this push toward equitable education for all, one finds a plethora of 
international research to empirically support what is known about quality teaching practice 
for students with Asperger Syndrome (e.g., Iovannone, Dunlap, Huber, & Kincaid, 2003; 
McGillicuddy & O’Donnell, 2014; Parsons, Guldberg, MacLeod, Jones, Prunty, & Balfe, 
2011). This research makes available to teachers commentary on teaching practices and 
instructional strategies that assist them to meet the educational needs of students with 
Asperger Syndrome. These practices and strategies allow teachers to plan and 
accommodate for students with Asperger Syndrome as mandated by the Disability 
Standards for Education (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 2005), 
providing activities and instruction for students with special education needs “on the same 
basis as” other students (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 2005, pp. 15-
18). 
Globally, research highlights teachers’ concerns of lack of knowledge, lack of 
support systems and overriding legislative policy as obstacles to the inclusion process (e.g., 
de Boer, Jan Pijl, & Minnaert, 2011; Lindsay, Proulx, Thomson, & Scott, 2013; Robertson, 
Chamberlain, & Kasari, 2003). Westwood and Graham (2003) report that for some general 
education teachers, having a student with special educational needs in their class proved to 
be a major difficulty due to a “lack of appropriate teaching resources, problem behaviours 
exhibited by some students and a lack of appropriate professional training” (p. 3). Further 
research suggests that general education teachers of students with Asperger Syndrome 
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have limited knowledge about the specific traits and idiosyncrasies that define these 
students’ learning styles and behaviours (Boyle, Topping, & Jindal-Snape, 2013; Osler & 
Osler, 2008). 
One of the critical features to the creation of an inclusive ethos within the 
educational setting is the attitude of teachers. A number of studies highlight the extent to 
which attitudes can predict behaviour (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Schwarz, 2007; Wallace, 
Paulson, Lord, & Bond, 2005). Teacher attitude is constructed by a confluence of personal 
and environmental determinants that regulate action. Using the framework of the Theory of 
Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1988), for example, teacher attitude combined with subjective 
norms and perceived behavioural control, can predict behavioural intent and subsequently, 
teacher behaviour (Freitag & Dunsmuir, 2015). 
Several international research studies report how teacher attitudes directly influence 
students’ attitudes and behaviour, and the subsequent success of educational environments 
in encompassing the principles of inclusion (e.g., Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000a; de 
Boer et al., 2011; Sharma, Loreman, & Forlin, 2012). Positive teacher attitudes equates to 
more successful outcomes for students. However, in discussing successful inclusive 
practice, the focus appears to be placed on students’ achievement of academic outcomes as 
the measure of success. Given the nature of Asperger Syndrome as primarily a social 
disorder, such success for students with Asperger Syndrome needs also to be measured in 
terms of their social achievements or social competence.  
A student’s social competence is defined as when he or she displays behaviours 
which, when used, must be effective in achieving his or her social goals and when the 
selection of these behaviours is appropriate for the context (Stitchter et al., 2012). When 
considering the success of students’ social competence, of particular interest is how 
students are successfully included in regards to their social needs i.e., a notion of ‘social 
inclusion’- and how this construct is perceived and defined by teachers, students and other 
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members of the educational environment. Consideration of this construct of social 
inclusion gives rise therefore to questions that ask:  
• Is social inclusion merely a conceptual construct as part of the broader 
theoretical framework of inclusion? 
• Is social inclusion an operational, observable practice that teachers can facilitate 
as part of the learning process for students with Asperger Syndrome in regular classrooms? 
• Is the social inclusion of students perhaps essentially a combination of both 
theoretical concepts and operational practices? 
Motivating this current research study therefore, is the need to explore teacher 
attitudes toward students with Asperger Syndrome and how such attitudes impact upon 
opportunities for and facilitation of socially inclusive practice. 
 
1.1 Significance of the Study 
Currently in NSW schools, students with an Autistic Spectrum Disorder are catered 
for in both regular and special education settings. Students in support classes, (specialised 
classes for students with identified disabilities, such as intellectual disability, autism, 
behaviour disorders) are often integrated into mainstream classes for a range of academic 
lessons, but little attention is given to preparing these students, or their teachers, for their 
social integration. For the majority of students with Asperger Syndrome specifically, their 
placement is within regular classes with ‘regular’ students and with teachers who often 
have limited experience or knowledge about this specific disability. Given that more and 
more students with a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome are being educated in mainstream 
classrooms with regular education trained teachers ignorant of their students specific 
needs, the rationale for this study’s focus on students with Asperger Syndrome is clear. 
A consideration underpinning this study is the view that current research surrounding 
the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome into regular classes highlights teacher 
action rather than teacher attitudes. A wealth of research proposes ideas as to what 
constitutes effective teaching practice for students with Asperger Syndrome (Humphrey & 
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Symes, 2013; McGillicuddy & O’Donnell, 2014; Mundy & Mastergeorge, 2012). Yet 
little, if any, research is available which specifically identifies and focuses on the impact of 
teacher attitudes on the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome in their classrooms, 
and the subsequent levels of success in the social inclusion of these students (de Boer et 
al., 2011). In setting up the study, no previous research was located that was applicable to 
the context of primary schools in New South Wales, where most students with Asperger 
Syndrome are educated in the mainstream education classroom.  
Worldwide, Asperger Syndrome affects approximately 3.6 individuals per 1000 in 
the population and affects males to females in a 4:1 ratio (Konza, 2005). Asperger 
Syndrome is characterised by personal space issues, an inability to read the body language 
of others and a tendency to communicate in long monologues (Linton, Germundsson, 
Heimann & Danermark, 2013; Stitchter et al., 2012). This concurs with the findings of 
Attwood (2004b), who further identifies traits such as: intense and restricted interests, 
pedantic and literal communications, a degree of motor clumsiness often leading to poor 
handwriting and a hypersensitivity to some noises and stimulations. For regular education 
teachers with little, if any knowledge of these traits of Asperger Syndrome, having to teach 
a student identified with Asperger Syndrome can prove confronting and challenging at 
both a personal and professional level.  
Teacher preparedness, knowledge of and attitude towards Asperger Syndrome have 
been found to have a significant impact on students’ school experience. Poor teacher 
knowledge and attitudes have been reported as having a significant detrimental effect on 
students’ participation in school (Eldar, Talmor, & Wolf-Zuckerman, 2010). Soto 
Chodiman, Pooley, Cohen and Taylor (2012) also reported that Australian primary school 
teachers felt unprepared and lacked the necessary knowledge and skills to teach students 
with Asperger Syndrome effectively. Given then that teacher attitudes have a significant 
impact on the successful inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome, the questions: 
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‘How does the attitude of teachers and school communities support the social inclusion of 
students with Asperger Syndrome in regular education classes?’ and ‘What are teachers’ 
perceptions and attitudes toward this socially inclusive practice?’ must be asked.Socially-
based research should be “meaningful and contribute to improving the human condition” 
(Marshall & Rossman, 2011, p. 57). A mixed methods study using both quantitative and 
qualitative methods has the potential to give multiple dimensions and perspectives to this 
research. The intent is to provide an operational definition of social inclusion and to 
identify the role of teachers’ attitude in constructing successful socially inclusive practice 
for students with Asperger Syndrome. This study was undertaken within a framework that 
links the specific research questions to broader theoretical constructs.  
A theoretical framework informs the research study by providing a certain 
perspective on different aspects of the study. Such a framework can help to shape the types 
of questions asked, to decide who participates in the study, to inform data collection and 
analysis, and also to inform the implications made from the study (Creswell, 2013). In this 
study, the dynamic interactions between teachers and students in the educational 
environment are examined within the framework of bioecological systems theory 
(Bronfenbrenner, 2001). 
 
1.2 Theoretical Framework 
Sociological research in the area of human development proposes, “Human beings 
create the environments that shape the course of human development. Their actions 
influence the multiple physical and cultural tiers of the ecology that shapes them, and this 
agency makes humans active producers of their own development” (Bronfenbrenner, 2005, 
p. xxvii). To embed this proposal in an educational context, one could argue that the focus 
of the educational setting is the student, in this case a student with Asperger Syndrome. 
The actions of key participants; teachers, students, administrators, and the broader school 
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community both shape and inform the multiple and unique environments that surround the 
student with Asperger Syndrome, and subsequently influence their human development. 
An established framework to explore this notion of relationships is Bronfenbrenner’s 
Ecological Systems Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Within this theory, Bronfenbrenner 
summarises the interrelations among four nested ecological systems, which he proposed 
affected a child’s development. These systems, or layers of the child’s environment, 
include the microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and macrosystem. The following 
discussion presents Bronfenbrenner’s original ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 
1979), followed by a discussion of the later reformulation of his theory (Bronfenbrenner, 
2001).  
At the centre of the system is the child, defined by individual demographic factors of 
gender, age, health and so forth. Surrounding the child is the first ecological layer of the 
system, termed the microsystem, “the most intimate level of interaction in which the child 
exists” (Sontag, 1996, p. 326). The microsystem refers to the individual’s immediate 
setting or the environment in which they live. This system typically includes the activities, 
roles and interpersonal relations experienced by the individual with respect to their family, 
school, teacher and peers.  
Surrounding the microsystem is the second layer of the ecological system, the 
mesosystem. Bronfenbrenner (1979) defined the mesosystem as one that “comprises the 
interrelations among two or more settings in which the developing person actively 
participates” (p. 25). The mesosystem encapsulates the links between two or more 
microsystems. Schweiger and O’Brien (2005) noted the importance of these links in 
understanding microsystem relationships as “links between contexts in which the child 
participates also affect developmental trajectories” (p. 515).  
Enclosing the mesosystem are those settings not experienced directly by the 
individual but which nonetheless influence the microsystem, termed in ecological systems 
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theory, the exosystem. In Bronfenbrenner’s original model, these settings include 
neighbours, parents’ workplaces, parents’ social networks and community influences 
(Sontag, 1996). The fourth and final layer of Bronfenbrenners taxonomy is the 
macrosystem. This layer encompasses the attitudes and belief systems of the given culture 
within which the individual is a part. In summary, there exist “multiple levels of influence 
on an individual’s current functioning and long-term development, as well as transactions 
across contexts and across the levels represented by the nested systems” (Schweiger & 
O’Brien, 2005, p. 513). 
Later writings by Bronfenbrenner (1992, 2001, 2005) served to provide a basis for 
the reformulation of his original theory. He expressed concern that studies that subscribed 
to his ecological model focused more on the “nature of the developing environments than 
on the characteristics of the developing individual” (Lerner, 2005, p. xiv). In his efforts to 
“expand the person side of the ecological equation” by “spelling out developmentally 
relevant properties of the person” (2005, p. 149), Bronfenbrenner reassessed, revised and 
extended his original theory to formulate the bioecological theory of human development.  
This bioecological systems theory now brought the features of the developing person 
into the original ecological systems theory. As Lerner (2005) commented, 
“Bronfenbrenner recognized that his theory would be incomplete until he included in it the 
levels of individual structure and function (biology, psychology, and behaviour) fused 
dynamically with the ecological systems he described” (p. xiv). The relevance of this 
enhancement of Bronfenbrenner’s original theory to this study will now be discussed.  
All individuals are unique. For a young student with a diagnosis of Asperger 
Syndrome, their uniqueness is a defining characteristic of their identity. A widespread 
saying about autism is, if you have met one person with Autism, then you have met one 
person with Autism (Shore, 2003). This saying is meant to illustrate how, despite having 
the same diagnosis, persons on the Autism spectrum, including those with Asperger 
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Syndrome, are unique individuals. Without question, any consideration of a student’s 
development must take into account the relationships they have with those closest to them 
- their family, teachers and peers. Yet these relationships are shaped by the combination of 
each student’s individual qualities: their personality, behaviour, unique traits, attitude, 
interpersonal skills, and communication abilities, which in combination identify a distinct 
person.  
Thus, for this research, it was imperative to utilise a theory that recognised the 
uniqueness of the primary participants, namely, the student with Asperger Syndrome. 
Bronfenbrenner’s revised framework recognised the unique characteristics of the student 
‘in the center of the circles’ (Darling, 2007) and acknowledged the dynamic, bi-directional 
interrelations of a myriad of environmental influences from the systems surrounding that 
young person. In other words, the framework conceded that the relationships a student had 
with the people and events in the environments that surrounded them impacted on their 
development. Bronfenbrenner’s revised bioecological theory also added to his original 
model the component of time, conceptualised as the chronosystem (Figure 1). He 
postulated that an individual’s interactions with the systems that surround them would 
change over time. Thus, the chronosystem reflected the cumulative experiences a person 
has over their lifetime. These experiences included environmental events as well as major 
life transitions. This revised theory of human development represented a process-person-
context-time (PPCT) model, where all four interrelated components were conceptualised as 
an integrated developmental system, which placed at the centre the defining features of the 
developing person.  
The PPCT model defined four interrelated components: the process, which involved 
the active relationship between individual and context; the person, with their exclusive 
catalogue of biological, behavioural, cognitive and emotional characteristics; the context, 
or nested system of the ecology of human development; and, time, theorised as involving 
  11 
the various aspects of temporality (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). It was 
Bronfenbrenner’s belief that “just as all the components of the model must be included in 
any adequate conceptual specification of the dynamic, human system, so too must research 
investigate the role of them all to provide data adequate for understanding human 
development” (Lerner, 2005, p. xv). 
 
 
Figure 1. A visual representation of Bronfenbrenner’s Bioecological Systems Theory, 
showing the nested layers, or systems of the environment, and their relationship to the 
individual student over time. Adapted from Kopp, C.B., & Krakow, J.B. (Eds.). (1982). 
The child: Development in a social context. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
This study uses the bioecological framework in the following manner to explore the 
impact of relationships on the social inclusion of a student with Asperger Syndrome. At the 
centre of the system lies the individual student. One of this student’s many unique 
characteristics is their diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome. Surrounding the student, in the 
microsystem, is the student’s family, friends, teacher and their peers. The next layer, the 
mesosystem, includes the broader school community and the Principal. An exosystem of 
family friends, neighbours, and support and welfare agencies comprises the next layer. The 
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policies and legislation central to education and disability, accompanied by prevailing 
attitudes and issues of social justice are part of the macrosystem that encompasses all the 
internal layers. The chronosystem for this study is defined as the student’s educational life 
course, from pre-school enrolment to the present day.  
A developmentally critical feature of this current study is the belief system that 
prevailed in the educational climate at the time of research. As Bronfenbrenner (2005) 
wrote, “It follows that scientific recognition of the belief systems prevailing in the world of 
the developing person is essential for an understanding of the interaction of organismic and 
environmental forces in the process of development” (p. 149). A core principle 
underpinning this research is the exploration of the beliefs of teachers through an 
investigation of teacher attitudes. Using a bioecological framework, the expressed belief 
system of individual teachers is compared to the teaching practice enacted within their 
classroom environment to determine the impact on the developing student. Considering 
findings from previous research (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Harrington, Foster, Rodger 
& Ashburner, 2013; Watson, Gable & Greenwood, 2011), this study will utilise 
methodology designed to document the nature of behaviour and interactions in the 
classroom environment. 
 
1.3 Methodological Considerations 
In an attempt to gain a comprehensive understanding of the constructs underpinning 
this study, a mixed methods approach is used. Both quantitative and qualitative measures 
are utilised to explore the bioecological systems theory pertinent here. Researchers often 
choose a mixed methods approach because of the underlying assumption that combining 
both approaches will give a better understanding of the research problem than one 
approach alone (Creswell, 2013; Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 
2009).  
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Two different perspectives are offered by the use of questionnaire and case studies. 
Information from the quantitative questionnaire will be enhanced through qualitative case 
studies, thus facilitating a more in-depth profile of the participants. Using both quantitative 
and qualitative methods will give multiple dimensions on the research, allowing an 
exploration of the same model but from quantitative and qualitative perspectives. 
The personal call to undertake research can result from any number of motivations, 
from a university student with a desire to explore an area of personal interest, to an 
academic who undertakes research as part of their professional role. Marshall and Rossman 
(2011) talk of the “passion and excitement and insight that can stimulate a research project 
that come from one’s identity, experience and values” (p. 96). These principles, which 
facilitate the researcher’s voice and identity through the research design, need to be 
acknowledged as possible biases, so as to provide a transparent lens through which the 
reader can determine the position of the researcher within the context of the study.  
It is within the context of experience, identity and values that it becomes pertinent at 
this point to disclose the background of the researcher and how this has impacted on the 
research. As a teacher with qualifications in special education teaching a class of students 
with a diagnosed Autism Spectrum Disorder, I, as the researcher, had first hand experience 
participating in the microsystems of a number of individual students. This positioning 
facilitated a range of dynamic interactions with members in each of the surrounding levels 
of the ecological framework. Of particular note were the interactions between myself and 
other teachers, whereby I was considered the ‘expert other’ and was sought out as the 
source of information regarding students with Asperger Syndrome in mainstream classes.  
Mainstream teachers commented they didn’t know why a student with Asperger 
Syndrome was placed in their class when they didn’t know how to support and include 
them. They raised concerns about the lack of professional development and the limited 
availability of support to assist them with the inclusion of students with Asperger 
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Syndrome. These comments generated questions for me about placement decisions, 
teacher knowledge and effectiveness, and system level resourcing and support for teachers. 
It appeared teachers had limited confidence in their abilities to support a student with 
Asperger Syndrome in their classes, which translated into less than positive attitudes 
toward such students. It was from this personal background that I made the decision to 
undertake an investigation in this area.  
A range of factors can influence a researcher’s theoretical sensitivity, or bias. The 
personal experience of the researcher cannot be ignored. Corbin and Strauss (2008) discuss 
the sharing of a common culture between researcher and participants, and how to use this 
familiarity in the extraction of understanding of what is being described. This is not to say 
that my personal experience was imposed on the data in this study. Rather, personal 
experience was used to “bring up other possibilities of meaning” (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, 
p. 80).  
 
1.4 The Central Construct: Social Inclusion 
The central construct underpinning this research is that of social inclusion. More 
specifically, the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome enrolled in regular 
education classes. The placement of students with Asperger Syndrome in regular education 
settings is the result of a process made in accordance with a number of guiding principles. 
Figure 2 introduces social inclusion as an element of the broader construct of inclusion.  
The pathway from theoretical rationale through operational constructs is outlined in 
this diagram, highlighting progressive key factors that culminate in teacher attitudes. The 
enactment of this study can be discussed in terms of its theoretical underpinnings and 
operational processes. At the theoretical level, the researcher illustrates how a range of  
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Figure 2. The pathway of social inclusion from theoretical rationale through to operational 
constructs. 
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elements impacts inclusion. For the purposes of this study, three of these elements: social 
justice, legislation, and research (Foreman & Arthur-Kelly, 2008) are considered 
significant. 
Inclusion currently forms the basis of educational policy for students with a disability 
in Australia, the USA, the UK, and in most western countries. It can be argued that there 
are three principal drivers of inclusive practice: social justice principles, legislative 
requirements, and research findings or evidence (Foreman & Arthur-Kelly, 2008). Firstly, 
the discourse that argues inclusive education as based upon the ideals of social justice 
(Artiles, Harris-Murri & Rostenberg, 2008; Polat, 2011) and appropriate and accessible 
education for all is, in essence, a matter of social justice. Internationally, this issue has 
come into focus over the past century with the development of a series of statements and 
declarations on human rights, which include the right to education for all (UNESCO, 
1990), the rights of people with disabilities (UN General Assembly, 2007), and the right to 
equitable and accessible education for people with disabilities (UNESCO, 1994).  
A second factor impacting on inclusion is the governing legislation and legal policy 
that mandates the right for all students to access an equitable and appropriate education. 
For example, changes to legislation in both the United States (e.g., Individuals with 
Disabilities Act (IDEA) of 1990, modified 1997 and amended in 2004) and British 
legislation (e.g., 1993 Education Act), saw a move to prescribed educational services for 
students with disabilities. In 1994 the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO) called on all 
governments to adopt an inclusive education policy through the enrolment of all students 
in regular schools (Roberts, 2004).  
In Australia, the Disability Discrimination Act (Commonwealth Attorney General’s 
Department, 1992) and the Disability Standards for Education (Commonwealth Attorney 
General’s Department, 2005) set out to eliminate discrimination against a person on the 
grounds of disability and reinforce the right to education of students with a disability “on 
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the same basis as” students without a disability (Commonwealth Attorney General’s 
Department, 2005, pp.15-18). Although the Disability Discrimination Act does not specify 
the setting where students with a disability should be educated, there is an expectation that 
regular classroom teachers would be able to meet the diverse needs of their students.  
Knowledge of what teachers and researchers know to be effective educational 
practice for students with Asperger Syndrome, supported through the research literature 
(see Figure 2), is noted as a third factor impacting upon inclusion. Common elements of 
highly effective programs include individualised support, systematic instruction, structured 
learning environments that provide strong routine, visual cues, family involvement and a 
functional approach to behaviour problems (Marans, Rubin, & Laurent, 2005; 
McGillicuddy & O’Donnell, 2014; Moore, 2007).  
One of the factors influencing the effective implementation of inclusive practice is 
teacher attitudes. There exists a plethora of research examining teacher attitudes towards 
inclusion and disability (Ainscow, 2007; Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; de Boer et al., 
2011; Osler & Osler, 2008). Although it appears that teachers tend to support the concept 
of inclusion as a social and educational principle, their validation at an operational level 
and their demonstration of inclusive principles appears to be strongly related to their 
perceptions of students’ disabilities, with more reluctant views expressed towards the 
inclusion of students with more ‘severe disabilities’ and students with behaviour 
disabilities (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Mazurek & Winzer, 2011; Scruggs & 
Mastropieri, 1996). 
Inclusion can take many forms for students. Inclusive practice can occur in any 
number of settings: leisure activities, community participation, employment, personal care 
routines and, as relates to this research, in education. Every child has the right to an 
education (UN General Assembly, 1989), and every educational experience begins with 
enrolment. This process of enrolment raises several questions. Initially, one must ask is a 
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specialist setting or specialist class required, or is a regular class setting the most 
appropriate?  
The current continuum of educational settings for student with disabilities enrolled 
in the NSW public education sector include mainstream classes, special classes for 
students with disabilities within mainstream schools, and special schools for students with 
disabilities, called Schools for Specific Purposes (SSPs). This is consistent with the NSW 
Department of Education and Communities (DEC) Disability Action Plan 2011-2015, 
which includes maintaining a range of enrolment and support options for students with a 
disability for situations in which mainstream schools are “not responsive or adequate to 
meet the needs of people with a disability” (NSW DEC, 2011a, p.6). Recent data from 
NSW DEC (Smyth-King, 2012) reported that 77% of students with a disability including 
Asperger Syndrome, learning or behaviour difficulty, attending government public schools 
are enrolled in mainstream classrooms. 
Several factors impact upon every educational setting and can form a significant part 
of the placement process. The ethos of the school is of vital importance. Recognised as an 
essential area of utmost importance to the education of students who required special 
education provision, was that “Schools should recognise the child, and should seek help 
and skill in meeting their needs” (Warnock, 1979, p. 668). A commitment by the school 
community to support inclusive practice, and an inclusive school culture all serve to create 
a socially and morally positive school setting for all staff, students and families. As 
mentioned, most students with Asperger Syndrome in New South Wales are placed in 
regular education classes and they, along with their classmates, families and class teacher 
form a unique classroom community. Fundamental to the premise underpinning this study 
is that the decision for placement of these students in regular classes is made by 
considering primarily their cognitive ability with little, if any, consideration given to their 
specialised social needs within this setting. 
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The teacher is the central focus of any classroom. Their attitude toward all their 
students can be a crucial determinant of the educational experience, but particularly for 
students with Asperger Syndrome. “One of the most important predictors of successful 
integrating of students with disabilities in the regular classroom is the attitudes of general 
education teachers” (Alghazo, Dodeen & Algaryouti, 2003, p. 515). Supporting this study 
of teacher attitudes, the elements investigated at the operational level include: teachers’ 
knowledge of Asperger Syndrome; their professional pedagogy and personal skills and 
experience; opportunities for professional development; the provision of sector level 
support; and, the element of collaboration. As illustrated in Figure 2, this study postulates 
that these elements have a two-way effect in that they both inform and affect the teacher, 
and in return, are moulded and developed by the teacher in response to new and changing 
beliefs and attitudes. 
It would be remiss to not address the attributes of the student when discussing 
teacher attitudes. The inclusion of a student with Asperger Syndrome in a regular class can 
often present the class teacher with a challenge to their existing beliefs and pedagogy and a 
feeling of uncertainty in regards to instruction and management, arising as a result from the 
student’s unique learning and behavioural style. An individual student’s impact in the 
classroom is shaped by numerous elements. These can include: family involvement and 
support, peer interaction and relationships, curriculum needs and personal strengths.  
For students with Asperger Syndrome, their individual attributes include those stated, 
but also include those core competencies attributed to students on the Autism spectrum. 
These core competencies include: communication difficulties, idiosyncratic behaviours, a 
unique sensory profile, and a marked impairment in social skills (Dodd, 2005, Jordan, 
2008). These core competencies combine uniquely to shape each individual and can have a 
marked impact upon the teacher and the formation of their attitudes. 
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As shown in Figure 2, the path toward social inclusion for students with Asperger 
Syndrome can be traced from its existence as a subset of the broader concept of inclusion 
generally, through the educational setting via enrolment to the educational opportunities 
afforded by classroom teachers. Underpinning these opportunities for students is the 
attitudes of the regular education teacher.  
 
1.4.1 Social inclusion in this research.   In recent years there has been more 
emphasis on the notion of social inclusion, referring to a student being included beyond 
academic and classroom activities. Based on the conversations with teachers noted in 
Section 1.2, it appeared teachers were more concerned with how to teach the mainstream 
curriculum to students with Asperger Syndrome and gave little consideration to their 
student’s social needs. It was clear that academic inclusion was considered but it was less 
evident that there was any awareness of social inclusion. For the purposes of this study, the 
term ‘social inclusion’ is used to describe the meaningful and active levels of social 
involvement between peers and students with Asperger Syndrome, facilitated by teachers 
in the regular education classroom.  
 
1.5 Overall Aim, Thesis Structure and Chapter Outline  
This study aims to investigate the impact of teacher attitudes on the social inclusion 
of students with Asperger Syndrome. The thesis has been divided into two sections. 
Section 1, the Pilot Study (Chapters 3 to 4) tests the methodology designed to investigate 
teacher attitudes and the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. Based on 
outcomes from the pilot study, Section 2 the Main Phase Study (Chapters 5 to 8), 
implements the revised instruments and reports the findings from statistical analyses of the 
quantitative data and grounded-theory method analysis of the qualitative data.  
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The chapter outline is as follows. Chapter 1, Introduction, has introduced the study, 
detailing its significance and has provided an overview of Bronfenbrenners bioecological 
systems theory (2001), the theoretical framework upon which this study rests. The pathway 
of social inclusion from theoretical rationale through to operational constructs has been 
illustrated and key terms clarified.  
Chapter 2, Literature Review, is dedicated to an exploration of the literature relevant 
to the constructs underpinning this study. Studies regarding inclusion and legislation, 
Autism Spectrum Disorders and Asperger Syndrome, the social elements of inclusion, 
teacher attitudes, and effective education practices are examined. The chapter concludes 
with a review of methodological considerations and their implications for the study.  
Chapter 3, Pilot Methodology, discusses the theoretical and methodological issues 
that have shaped this study. An overview of the research design and introduction to mixed-
methods research is followed by a discussion of the reliability and validity of the measures 
employed. A specifically designed questionnaire, the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot, has 
been used to investigate teacher attitudes. This is complemented by the use of case studies 
incorporating observations of and interviews with teachers and their students with 
Asperger Syndrome.  
Chapter 4, Pilot Study, presents the findings from the pilot study, reporting both 
survey results and preliminary case study findings. Analysis of these data gives rise to a 
number of considerations for the main phase of the research. The chapter concludes with a 
discussion of the implications for the design and implementation of the main phase of the 
study.  
Chapter 5, Main Phase Methodology, presents the revised research design and 
methodology used in the main phase. The chapter provides details of participants of both 
the questionnaire and case studies and procedures used to collect data. Ecobehavioural 
assessment and observational data provide quantitative data. In-depth interviews and open-
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ended questions in the questionnaire are used as qualitative data to triangulate with the 
results of the quantitative analysis. 
Chapter 6, Main Phase Survey Results, reports on the main phase investigation of 
teacher attitudes undertaken through the revised Teacher Attitudes Survey. Following the 
establishment of internal reliability, an exploratory analysis of individual items is 
undertaken. The presentation of results from this analysis is followed by the findings from 
a content analysis of the responses to the ten open-ended questions that conclude the 
questionnaire.  
Chapter 7, Main Phase Cross-Case Study Results, describes the results of a cross-
case analysis involving five case studies. Each case study comprises two sources of 
evidence, interviews and observations. Interviews are undertaken with the student with 
Asperger Syndrome, their teacher, a nominated peer group and the school Principal. 
Observations are made of teacher practice and student behaviour in each of the five 
mainstream classroom settings. Data from the interviews are analysed using the systematic 
coding principles of grounded theory.  
Chapter 8, Main Phase Within-Case Study Results, presents the results of a within-
case analysis of three of the case studies. For each of these case studies, results from the 
observations of teacher and student participants are presented and key themes identified. 
These emergent themes are converged with those conceptualised from the interview 
responses for each ‘key player’ participant in the case study and results presented. A 
synthesis of findings across these three case studies concludes the chapter. 
Chapter 9, Discussion, provides a response to the questions central to this study. 
Following the triangulation of data from the Teacher Attitudes Survey and qualitative case 
studies, findings are presented within a framework of theory and current research literature 
surrounding teacher attitudes and the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Literature Review 
The previous chapter introduced the premise underpinning this research, that of 
teacher attitudes and the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. This chapter 
reviews the literature relevant to the primary themes of this study. The chapter begins with 
an examination of the literature surrounding inclusion and the legislative framework that 
influences the practice of inclusive education. This is followed by an overview of writings 
describing Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASDs) and Asperger Syndrome. A review of the 
literature specific to the research of social competence, social skills, friendships, peer 
relationships and social inclusion then follows. The final discussion addresses the themes 
of teacher attitudes and effective education practices that support the social inclusion of 
students with Asperger’s Syndrome. The chapter concludes with a review of 
methodological considerations and implications for this study. 
 
2.1 Inclusion in Education 
There are many definitions of ‘inclusion’ in education. Dybvik (2004) stated, “the 
idea behind inclusion is that every child should be an equally valued member of the school 
culture” (p. 45). A prominent theme in the inclusion debate is that inclusion is not simply 
being a part of a place or setting, rather it is a concept grounded in access and active 
participation for all students with a diverse array of needs (Armstrong, Armstrong, & 
Spandagou, 2011; Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012). Distinguishing between 
inclusive pedagogy, inclusive practice and inclusive education within the specific context 
of a school and its community is problematic because the term inclusion is so broadly 
defined (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011). Humphrey (2008) proposed the use of a four-
pronged definition of inclusion, that of “presence [of all pupils], participation, acceptance 
and achievement” (p. 42). He argued that this definition gave opportunity to consider 
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inclusion as an ongoing process rather than “the rudimentary ‘inclusion as the placement of 
pupils with special education needs (SEN) in mainstream schools’ definition” (p. 42).  
In the past, students with autism tended to be segregated from their peers. The trend 
in Australia is similar to that of the United States in that there now appears to be an 
increasing movement towards educating all students with disabilities in regular education 
settings and/or classrooms (Shaddock, Giorcelli & Smith, 2007). The term ‘regular 
education’ can be interchanged with ‘mainstream’ in the discussion of class placement 
options for students. Australian Bureau of Statistics data (2011/12) revealed that over 
35,000 students with confirmed disabilities were enrolled in NSW schools (Smyth-King, 
2012). Seventy-seven percent of this number was enrolled in regular classes. Sixty five 
percent of these students with a disability in regular classes had a diagnosis of mental 
health or ASD. As such, the placement and enrolment of students with disabilities has 
become a prominent part of mainstream education in Australia (Sharma, Forlin, Loreman, 
& Earle, 2006). 
The literature surrounding inclusion describes the challenges faced by schools, 
teachers and students when implementing inclusive practice (Forlin & Chambers, 2011; 
Greenstein, 2014; Malinen, Savolainene, & Xu, 2012). Teachers continue to have limited 
belief in their preparedness to support students with special education needs both generally 
(Swain et al. 2012), and for students with an ASD (Humphrey & Symes, 2013; Lindsay et 
al., 2013). The increasing numbers of students with an ASD, including Asperger 
Syndrome, into mainstream classes has posed several challenges for educators. The most 
common challenges involve knowledge of effective and appropriate teaching approaches 
(Frederickson et al., 2010; Odom, Cox, & Brock, 2013) adjustments to and 
accommodation of the curriculum (Shaddock et al. 2007), specific knowledge of the 
disorder (Swain et al. 2012), up-skilling and professional development of teachers (Boud 
& Hager, 2012), and availability of appropriate support and resources (Lindsay et al., 
  25 
2014). These challenges are reviewed for the reader with respect to current research 
findings later in this chapter.  
Central to inclusive ideology is the response to and enactment of policy and 
legislation. The following discussion provides examples of legislation and policy relevant 
to meeting the intent of inclusive ideology.  
 
2.2 Legislative Framework  
Changing attitudes toward disability have resulted as part of a sweeping change in 
social justice and human rights issues. In 1994 the Salamanca Statement (United Nations; 
UNESCO) “called on all governments to adopt an inclusive education policy by enrolling 
all students in regular schools” (Roberts, 2004). In 2006 the United Nations proclaimed the 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and Optional Protocol, which 
presented Article 24: Education as an address on the educational rights of peoples with 
disabilities. This Article stated an assurance “to an inclusive education system at all levels 
and lifelong learning” (p.16).  
In Australia, the Disability Discrimination Act (1992) (Commonwealth Attorney 
General’s Department, 1992) set out to eliminate discrimination against a person on the 
grounds of disability. Formulated under the Act were the Disability Standards for 
Education, 2005 (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 2005). These Standards 
were enacted in 2005 and were to “provide a framework to ensure that students with a 
disability are able to access and participate in education on the same basis as other 
students” (p. iii). Part 6 of the Standards relates to curriculum development, accreditation 
and delivery, and ensures students with disabilities the right to participate in an educational 
program “on the same basis” as any other student (Commonwealth Attorney General’s 
Department, 2005, p. 17). This means that educational providers must take reasonable 
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steps to ensure that the educational program is designed in such a way that the student can 
participate without discrimination.  
Ensuring educational programs are accessible to students with disabilities may 
require adjustment of the curriculum content, teaching activities and strategies, teaching 
materials, and assessment strategies so that they are appropriate and accessible for the 
student and take into consideration the intended learning outcomes, skills, knowledge and 
needs of the student. Researchers acknowledge that some teachers will have strong views 
in favour of or against inclusion (e.g., Humphrey & Symes, 2013; Mazurek & Winzer, 
2011; Ravet, 2011). However, regardless of personal views, all teachers must now be 
prepared to provide for the needs of students with a disability in their classes as mandated 
by the Disability Standards for Education (2005) (Commonwealth Attorney General’s 
Department, 2005). 
It has been the writer’s experience that some teachers respond negatively to the 
introduction of legislation by the Government if they are not afforded opportunities for 
consultation and professional development. Lingard and Mills (2007) argue, “systemic 
policies are important but must provide space for professional mediation” (p. 237). In the 
education sector, one must ask if the Disability Standards for Education (2005) have been 
introduced and the intent clarified for all teachers? A teacher who has an awareness of the 
Standards, who recognises how this legislation relates to their students, and who 
understands curriculum adjustment is clearly going to feel less apprehensive than a teacher 
encountering the Standards for the first time. Boyle et al. (2013) state that for inclusive 
policy to be “properly accepted” (p. 539) teaching staff has to be involved in its 
implementation. A more positive teacher attitude thus emerges through this level of 
recognition and understanding. 
At this point, Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological systems theory, as outlined in Chapter 
1 as the framework of this research is relevant. The aforementioned constructs of inclusion 
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and legislation form part of the macrosystem, the outer layer of the bioecological system 
that encapsulates all the internal layers within. As this review of the literature progresses, 
the relationships between participants found within each of the subsequent internal layers 
will be discussed. This will guide the reader along the pathway toward social inclusion, 
from the theoretical rationale through to the operational constructs, to arrive at the research 
questions underpinning this study. This discussion begins with an overview of Autism 
Spectrum Disorder and Asperger Syndrome.  
 
2.3 Autism 
ASD is a broad term, defined by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders, DSM-IV (American Psychiatric Association, 1994) as “pervasive 
developmental disorders characterised by qualitative impairment in social interaction, 
qualitative impairment in communication and restricted, repetitive and stereotypic patterns 
of behaviour, interests and activities” (para. 1A, 1B, 1C). ASDs, as defined by DSM-IV, 
encompass autistic disorder, Asperger’s disorder/syndrome and pervasive developmental 
disorder. Researchers and medical professionals agree that there are three main features, a 
‘Triad of Impairments’ (Wing & Gould, 1979) which, when combined together, define 
whether or not an individual is diagnosed with autism. These include difficulties in relating 
to, or understanding other people and social situations, difficulties in acquiring any form of 
communication, and a lack of imaginative ability, often substituted by obsessive, repetitive 
behaviour and a strong resistance to change.  
The very nature of autism as a spectrum of disorders poses a number of issues 
around its variability and apparent erraticism. Solomon (2012) states that as a society we 
don’t know what autism is. He argues “The syndrome [Autism] encompasses a highly 
variable group of symptoms and behaviours, and we have little understanding of where it is 
located in the brain, why it occurs, or what triggers it” (p. 221). Solomon’s rhetoric echoes 
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the formative work of Leo Kanner, who first posited the existence of a syndrome that has 
since come to be called Autism. In his seminal 1943 paper, Autistic Disturbances of 
Affective Contact, Kanner described a grouping of behaviours in “a number of children 
whose condition differs so markedly and uniquely from anything reported so far” (p. 217). 
The main characteristics of the children he studied were: “an inability to establish social 
relatedness, a failure to use language normally for the purposes of communication, an 
obsessive desire for the maintenance of sameness, a fascination for objects, and good 
cognitive potential” (Dodd, 2005, p. 1). Kanner’s identification of a “constellation of 
behaviors” formed the “key features” (Cushing, 2013, p. 18) of the spectrum of autistic 
behaviours. To this day, Kanner’s work is regarded as foundational in the area of autism 
research, providing the framework for current diagnostic criteria.  
Despite its variability in presentation, there are several aspects of the disorder that 
hold true for all persons diagnosed. Firstly, Autism is a pervasive disorder, in that it affects 
almost every aspect of behaviour, sensory experiences, motor functioning, balance, and 
inner consciousness (Solomon, 2012). Secondly, the etiology of Autism is unknown. Over 
the years, several theories have been put forward as possible causes of autism in children. 
Following Kanner’s initial description of autism, Bruno Bettelheim, an Austrian-born child 
psychologist, declared that autism was the result of mothers withholding appropriate 
affection from their children and failing to make a good connection with them (Bettelheim, 
1967). He became a prominent proponent of the ‘refrigerator mother’ theory of autism, 
which has since been largely discredited.  
In 1998, British former surgeon and medical researcher Andrew Wakefield published 
in the prestigious medical journal The Lancet, a paper in support of the claim that there 
existed a link between administration of the measles, mumps and rubella (MMR) vaccine 
and the onset of autism. Following his claim, numerous large-scale studies were 
undertaken in an attempt to validate his findings. None were able to reproduce his findings 
  29 
or confirm his hypothesis. Claims were made that Wakefield had manipulated evidence 
and his paper was retracted in 2010. Numerous studies have ruled out any link between 
vaccines and Autism (DeStefano, Price & Weintraub, 2013; Price et al. 2010; Stehr-Green, 
Tull, Stellfeld, Mortenson & Simpson, 2003) but doubt remains, with groups such as the 
Australian Vaccination-Skeptics Network maintaining there is a link between Autism and 
vaccination. Research continues to search for a cause.  
Thirdly, Autism is a lifelong, pervasive developmental disorder with no cure. Since 
Kanner’s original description, society has learnt a great deal about Autism. Dodd (2005) 
acknowledges, “In the past twenty years in particular, there have been remarkable 
developments in our knowledge of what autism is, why it happens, and how it should be 
treated” (p. vii). Education for all is therefore central to understanding Autism and for 
supporting the individual with this disorder.  
 
2.3.1 Prevalence of autism.   Fombonne’s comprehensive review of 
epidemiological studies (2003) investigating the prevalence of Autism suggested, “a 
conservative estimate of 27.5 per 10,000 but supported a more realistic number of 60.0 per 
10,000 of individuals under 20 with all subtypes of ASD” (Safran, 2008, p. 91). In the 
United States, figures from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) reported 
that in 2009, “an average of 10 in 1000 children aged 3 to 17 years were diagnosed with 
autism, and in 2012, 1 in 88 children were estimated to be diagnosed with ASDs” (Graff, 
Berkeley, Evmenova, & Park, 2014, p. 158).  
The prevalence of ASDs is continuing to rise in Australia. The 2012 Survey of 
Disability, Ageing and Carers (SDAC) “showed an estimated 115,400 Australians (0.5%) 
had autism. This was a 79% increase on the 64,400 people estimated to have the condition 
in 2009” (ABS, 2014, p. 2). Consistent with overseas estimates, the prevalence rate was 
four times higher for males than for females, with prevalence peaking in the five to nine 
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year age group. As with previous studies which pre-date the recent changes to diagnostic 
criteria in DSM-V, the ABS data included all subtypes of ASD, Autistic disorder, 
Asperger’s disorder, Rett's Syndrome, Childhood Disintegrative Disorder and Pervasive 
Developmental Disorder not otherwise stated.  
The release of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders Fifth 
Edition (DSM-V) (APA, 2013), has seen revisions to the ASD diagnostic domain, resulting 
in a reduction of the diagnostic criteria, restricting the previous three impairments into two 
categories: persistent deficits in social communication and social interaction; and, 
restricted, repetitive patterns of behaviour, interests, or activities. Both diagnostic 
categories are ranked in terms of severity level - level 3 requiring very substantial support, 
level 2 requiring substantial support, and level 1 requiring support. These changes have 
seen the previous categories of the disorder merge into one broad spectrum of ASDs, thus 
eliminating Asperger Syndrome and other disorders from the diagnostic criteria.  
The impact of the removal of Asperger Syndrome as a diagnostic category on this 
current study is minimal. The DSM-V considers that individuals with a well-established 
DSM-IV diagnosis of autistic disorder, Asperger’s disorder, or pervasive developmental 
disorder not otherwise specified will be given the diagnosis of ASD (APA, 2013). Students 
with a current diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome at the time of this study will maintain this 
diagnostic classification for the duration of this investigation.  
 
2.3.2 Issues of participant identification.  Before proceeding with further 
discussion, concerns regarding the literature surrounding Asperger Syndrome must be 
noted. There exists a great deal more research involving participants who hold a diagnosis 
of an ASD than for those diagnosed specifically with Asperger Syndrome. Representation 
of students with an ASD can be found across a number of research areas (e.g., inclusion 
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into mainstream classes, friendships and peer relationships, teacher experience and 
attitudes).  
Closer examination of several studies centred on students with an ASD revealed no 
attribution to particular disorders under the spectrum of ASD (e.g., McGillicuddy & 
O’Donnell, 2014; Segall & Campbell, 2012). One could assume therefore that students 
with Asperger Syndrome have been subsumed into the broader category of students with 
an ASD. This unification suggests homogeneity amongst persons with an ASD, which is 
inconsistent with the uniqueness and individuality of persons on the spectrum. Thus 
caution must be given as to their generalisability to students with a diagnosis of Asperger 
Syndrome. This uniformity raises issues of identification of participants in these studies 
and questions how well studies have identified these students. This current study has 
attempted to address this through the purposeful selection of students with a diagnosis of 
Asperger Syndrome. This methodological consideration will be discussed further in 
Section 2.11. This review now continues with an overview of Asperger Syndrome.  
 
2.4 Asperger Syndrome 
Around the time Leo Kanner was writing his study of children who displayed 
disturbances in affective contact, a physician from Vienna published a description of a 
similar group of children he had observed in his medical practice who presented with 
impaired communication and social interaction skills (Asperger, 1944). This physician’s 
name was Hans Asperger. Asperger identified a consistent pattern of different behaviours 
and abilities shared by these children that included “a lack of empathy, little ability to form 
friendships, one-sided conversations, intense absorption in a special interest and clumsy 
movements” (Attwood, 1998, p. 11).  
Despite the seminal use of Asperger’s paper throughout Europe in diagnosing and 
assessing persons with the disorder, the term Asperger syndrome was not coined until 1981 
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when Lorna Wing translated Asperger’s work into English. Gillberg published the first 
diagnostic criteria for Asperger Syndrome in 1989, with revisions in 1991 (Gillberg, 1991; 
Gillberg & Gillberg, 1989). Later, in 1994, came the recognition of Asperger’s work by the 
American Psychological Association with the inclusion into the DSM-IV manual (APA, 
1994) of 299.80 Diagnostic Criteria for Asperger’s Disorder. Combined with autistic 
disorder, Rett’s disorder, childhood disintegrative disorder and pervasive developmental 
disorder not otherwise specified (PDD-NOS), Asperger’s disorder was now formally a part 
of the spectrum of autism disorders. 
A diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome by doctors or clinicians was made in accordance 
with either the Gillberg diagnostic criteria for Asperger Syndrome (Gillberg, 1991) or 
criteria reported in the DSM-IV (1994). Table 1 presents a summary of both Gillberg’s and 
DSM-IV diagnostic criteria for Asperger Syndrome. A diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome 
typically comes later than for those diagnosed with autism, with some individuals not 
receiving a formal diagnosis until adulthood (Dodd, 2005). A popular hypothesis to 
explain this delayed diagnosis was that young children’s naïve and immature social 
behaviours, motor clumsiness, obsession with spinning toys and so forth were not 
considered at odds with their developmental age. Once the young child entered formal 
schooling, however, these unusual behaviours tended to be more obvious and recognised 
by educators as indicators of a possible diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome (Attwood, 2007; 
Church, Alisanski, & Amanullah, 2000). 
As discussed previously, recent changes to the diagnostic criteria as a result of the 
publication of DSM-V (APA, 2013) have resulted in Asperger Syndrome and other 
spectrum disorders being subsumed into one diagnostic category, ASD. The changes to 
diagnostic criteria support the view of a number of researchers (Attwood, 2004a; Sansosti 
& Sansosti, 2012; Stitchter et al., 2012) that Asperger Syndrome is not an essentially 
different disorder from autism, but a variant of autism located on the spectrum of autistic 
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Table 1 
Diagnostic Criteria for Asperger Syndrome 
Gillberg’s diagnostic criteria (1991) DSM-IV diagnostic criteria (1994) 
1. Social impairment (at least two) 1. Qualitative impairment in social 
interaction (at least two) 
2. Narrow interest (at least one) 2. Restricted and repetitive behaviours 
(at least one) 
3. Compulsive need for introducing routines 
and interests 
3. Clinically significant impairment in 
social and/or occupational functioning 
caused by the disturbance 
4. Speech and language peculiarities 4. No significant delay in language 
development 
5. Non-verbal communication problems 5. No significant delay in cognitive 
development 
6. Motor clumsiness 6. Criteria were not met for another 
pervasive developmental disorder or 
schizophrenia 
 
disorders. It becomes pertinent at this point to discuss the interchangeable use in the 
literature of the terms Asperger Syndrome and High Functioning Autism (HFA).  
 
2.4.1 High functioning autism and Asperger Syndrome.  There exists no 
diagnostic classification for HFA. It was a term first used by DeMeyer, Hingtgen and 
Jackson (1981) to describe children who initially presented with signs of autism in early 
childhood, but when tested, presented with superior levels of cognitive ability, social and 
communicative skills and adaptive behaviours than were typical in children with autism. 
Dickerson Mayes and Calhoun (2003) contest that “Many experts now agree that autism is 
a spectrum disorder and that Asperger syndrome is high-functioning or mild autism” (p. 
15). They reference a number of research studies conducted across the domains of 
cognitive functioning, including language and social skills, sensory preoccupations and 
obsessive interests, which highlight that individuals with Asperger Syndrome exhibit the 
core features of Autism, but with variances that place it at the higher functioning end of an 
autistic disorder continuum. Attwood (2007) concluded, “There is no convincing argument 
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or data that unequivocally confirm that High Functioning Autism and Asperger syndrome 
are two separate and distinct disorders” (p. 45).  
 
2.4.2 Diagnostic criteria for and characteristics of Asperger Syndrome.  The 
prevalence of Asperger Syndrome varies in accordance with the diagnostic criteria used to 
establish the data. “It becomes increasingly difficult to arrive at a useable classification 
system as increasing numbers of authors introduce their own variations in criteria” 
(Schopler, 1998, p. 389). This variance in prevalence is supported by Attwood (2007) who 
claims reporting the prevalence of Asperger syndrome using DSM-IV criteria as between 
0.3 per 10,000 children to 8.4 per 10,000 children, and between 36 and 48 per 10,000 
children using Gillberg’s diagnostic criteria. Irrespective of which criteria are used, the 
ratio of males to females diagnosed with Asperger Syndrome remains constant at 4:1.  
Asperger Syndrome is a neurologically based disorder, which affects a person’s 
social perception, interactions, language, and behaviour. Most students diagnosed with 
Asperger Syndrome will display a qualitative impairment in social interaction 
accompanied by an inability to develop friendships, impaired use of non-verbal behaviour 
such as eye gaze and facial expression and subtle impairments in communication 
(Attwood, 2004a; Jordan, 2008). For example, a student with Asperger Syndrome may 
display fluent speech, but have difficulty with conversation skills, sometimes showing a 
perseverative interest in one topic and making literal interpretations of comments made to 
them. Students who have been diagnosed with Asperger Syndrome have particular 
difficulties in communicating with and developing friendships with peers (Kasari, Locke, 
Gulsrud, & Rotheram-Fuller, 2011; Knott & Taylor, 2014; Stitchter et al. 2012). Students 
with Asperger Syndrome often exhibit a high verbal intelligence score; yet have profound 
difficulties in the pragmatics of social communication. 
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The consistencies and variability of characteristics in children diagnosed with 
Asperger Syndrome across age groups and over time was illustrated in a seminal study by 
Church et al. (2000). They identified a consistent difficulty for all children with Asperger 
Syndrome was the limited presence of social skills. This finding should come as no 
surprise as many researchers have noted that difficulty in social interaction and 
understanding is a primary defining characteristic of autism and Asperger Syndrome 
(Banda & Hart, 2010; Hart & Whalon, 2011; Howard, Cohn, & Orsmond, 2006; Locke, 
Rotheram-Fuller, & Kasari, 2012). 
A large majority of children with Asperger Syndrome present with what appears to 
be appropriate expressive language skills which to the neuro-typical (non-autistic) person 
may equate to the belief the child possesses good communication skills (Church et al., 
2000). This point was reinforced by Gutstein and Whitney (2002) who noted, “Since Hans 
Asperger’s initial study (1944), the disorder of Asperger Syndrome has been synonymous 
with individuals who are challenged to attain even minimal social success, although they 
posses relatively unimpaired language and intelligence” (p. 161).  
As children with Asperger Syndrome grow developmentally, so too does their 
expressive language. However, this does not translate across to higher order 
communication behaviours. Rather, the more developed a child’s expressive language, the 
more inappropriate their responses appear to be. Sainsbury (2000) comments, “Many 
children with Asperger’s idea of a perfect conversation consist of their imparting a string 
of facts on a topic in which they are obsessively interested” (p. 19). This concept of 
perseveration combined with an inability to ‘read’ facial expression, tone of voice or body 
language demonstrates the student’s inability to grasp the rules of social interaction. 
Researchers refer to this inability as an absence of theory of mind (Baron-Cohen, Tager-
Flusberg, & Cohen, 2000). The impact of this absence of theory of mind for a person with 
Asperger Syndrome’s social interactions will be discussed more fully in Section 2.5. 
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The inappropriateness of responses has been primarily attributed to the lack of 
socially competent behaviours needed to initiate and respond to social stimuli. Hart and 
Whalon (2011) discuss how many children misread social situations, leading them to act 
inappropriately. Aside from inappropriate verbal comments, other socially inappropriate 
responses can include the use of voice as inappropriately silly, too loud or aggressive tone, 
inappropriate physical touching, rude, immature behaviour and overreaction to both people 
and stimuli.  
It appears that a significant consequence of this lack of theory of mind is the inability 
to develop and maintain friendships. Preschool children with an ASD involved in Church 
et al.’s study (2000) seemed oblivious to their same aged peers. As children aged, 
friendships were formed but were very superficial and not reciprocated. No children in the 
elementary school year’s section of the Church et al. study had “deep, reciprocal 
relationships with other children, but several had superficial relationships with other 
children” (p. 17). The findings from this descriptive study, however, were the result of a 
retrospective chart review based on demographic information, school information, and 
standardised test scores. Participant behaviour was described through anecdotal reports 
from parents, teachers and physicians with limited observation of the student participant. 
The design of this current study seeks to address this lack of real-time, active engagement 
by participants through the use of multiple, in-situ observations, and interviews with 
multiple stakeholders, (e.g., teachers, students, school Principals and peers).  
By the time children with Asperger Syndrome reach upper primary school age, some 
talk of having developed friendships (Calder, Hill & Pellicano, 2013; Kasari et al., 2011). 
These friendships, however, are identified as being based on a common interest, but are 
often transient and superficial. Unable to see that other children have ideas about play that 
are different from theirs can result in upset and rejection for the student with Asperger 
Syndrome (Locke, Ishijima, Kasari, & London, 2010; Schroeder, Cappadocia, Bebko, 
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Pepler, & Weiss, 2014). These studies, however, considered the concept of friendship from 
the perspective of students with Asperger Syndrome with little consideration of the 
corresponding viewpoint of peers. With the role of peers critical to the creation and 
maintenance of friendships for students with Asperger Syndrome (Calder et al., 2013; 
Humphrey & Lewis, 2008), this study is designed to include the perspective of peers 
through contributions to group interviews as part of the case study design. Continued 
discussion of friendships and relationships with peers can be found in Section 2.7. 
It would be remiss at this point not to acknowledge the strengths of persons with 
Asperger Syndrome and to detail the benefits their presence can bring to a regular 
education classroom. Students with Asperger Syndrome possess “strengths inherent in 
their unique thought processes” (Lanou, Hough & Powell, 2012, p. 172). For example, 
students with Asperger Syndrome may be extremely knowledgeable about one or a number 
of particular topics of interest, and know these topics intimately. If teachers recognise this 
expertise, students with Asperger Syndrome can take on leadership roles in supporting 
peers to develop projects or pieces of work based around this topic (Morewood, Humphrey 
& Symes, 2011).  
Carter et al. (2015) describe the personality traits of young people with Asperger 
Syndrome as determined, dedicated, and resilient. These traits can produce a commitment 
to learning, to overcoming academic challenges, with a view to long-term success in the 
educational arena. The ability to systematise, to deal with concepts that have particular 
rules, allows some persons with Asperger Syndrome to excel in areas such as mathematics, 
technology, and physics (Grandin, 2012). Thus, persons with Asperger Syndrome have a 
number of strengths that facilitate a positive contribution to the mainstream classroom.   
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2.5 Social Abilities and Theory of Mind 
Effective social communication relies on the understanding that people know 
different things and that these states of knowledge can be shared. The social and 
communicative abnormalities characterised by people with autism have been said to stem 
from a deficit in the development of a theory of mind. Theory of mind is a pattern of 
thinking thought to be specific to persons with autism or with selective brain damage. The 
possession of theory of mind enables a person to conceive of mental states in others, 
knowing “that other people know, want, feel, or believe things that may be different from 
themselves” (Baron-Cohen, Leslie, & Frith, 1985, p. 38). Humans use theory of mind to 
make sense of social behaviour, make sense of communication, understand deception, 
empathise, allow for self-consciousness or to self-reflect and to teach or attempt to change 
a person’s mind through persuasion.  
When we observe people’s behaviour, we interpret their behaviour by looking for 
intention, using our knowledge of communication to put ourselves in their place and view 
the scene through their eyes. A person with an autistic spectrum disorder appears to have 
limited skills in achieving this level of social behaviour. When they seek to explain others’ 
behaviour they do so without causal reason or motive (Baron-Cohen et al., 1985). 
Debate continues as to whether a lack of a theory of mind is the underpinning deficit 
affecting all areas of the Triad of Impairments (Wing & Gould, 1979). Research does 
support, however, that behaviour, communication and socialisation are all influenced by 
theory of mind or limited use thereof (Baron-Cohen et al., 2000; Frith, 1991; Schroeder et 
al. 2014). Individuals with autism often have difficulty with social relationships and 
communication with other people when they do not understand that other people think 
differently to themselves. For example, Sainsbury (2000) reported “Before I was 9 or 10, I 
have almost no memories involving thinking about how others were perceiving me, to the 
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extent that when looking back with this in mind I experience a constant sense of surprise” 
(p. 20).  
An essential component in the development of a positive school climate and the 
success of the student with autism generally, is the development of social skills (Kasari et 
al., 2011; Stitchter et al., 2012). In order to participate as part of the school community, 
students with autism need to develop appropriate social behaviours. Research has found 
that simply including or placing students with autism in the general classroom does not 
automatically lead to better socialisation outcomes for them (Hart & Whalon, 2011). If we 
expect students with autism to demonstrate appropriate social behaviours in specific social 
situations, then explicit teaching of such skills is required.  
The essential social problem in autistic spectrum conditions is not one of 
avoidance of, or lack of interest in, interacting with others, but inability to 
grasp the tacit rules that govern social interaction intuitively, or to “read” the 
facial expression, tone of voice and body language of others (Sainsbury, 
2000, p. 19). 
So far, this review has provided for the reader an overview of the inclusion of 
students with disabilities into mainstream or regular education classrooms and detailed the 
governing legislative framework under which this movement has occurred. Following a 
discussion of ASD and Asperger Syndrome, the relationship between theory of mind and 
an individual’s social ability was explored. The review now moves to a discussion 
addressing the topics of social competence, social skills and generalisation and the impact 
of peers, all contributors toward the construct of social inclusion for students with 
Asperger Syndrome.  
 
2.6 Social Competence 
The term social competence has been used to refer to “the skills and strategies that 
allow individuals to have meaningful friendships; forge close, emotion-based relationships; 
  40 
productively collaborate with groups, teams, and work partners; and participate in family 
functioning” (Gutstein & Whitney, 2002, p. 161). A defining feature of a person diagnosed 
with Asperger Syndrome is their inability to demonstrate socially competent behaviour.  
Investigation of a number of studies in the area of social competence (Brown, Odom 
& McConnell, 2008; Pavliga, 2008), revealed no singly accepted definition of the term, 
with most equating social competence with effectiveness in social interaction. Brown et al. 
described two parts to social competence: first, selection and attainment of a social goal, 
and second, use of behavioural strategies that are appropriate for the social context. The 
social goal can be in the form of “attention, information seeking or providing, comfort, 
support and even aggression” (Brown et al., p. 4). For example, a student who wants to use 
the computer in the classroom may either ask the teacher if they can use it, or physically 
move the individual already at the computer out of the way. Each strategy may fail or 
prove successful, but regardless of the outcome, the first option would be deemed more 
acceptable in most social contexts. Ultimately, the ability to select a social goal and 
implement strategies appropriate for the situation in an every-day context is reflective of an 
individual’s ability to exist harmoniously as a social being within society.  
Difficulties that arise from impairments in social communication can affect the 
student’s ability to interact in the classroom and impact negatively on their ability to 
establish and maintain friendships over time (Locke, Kasari, Rotheram-Fuller, Kretzmann, 
& Jacobs, 2013).  These include difficulties in predicting others’ behaviour leading to 
avoidance of other students; difficulties in understanding behaviour of self and others, and 
how this affects the way people think; an inability to deceive thus becoming the class 
‘dobber’; and, difficulty in differentiating fact from fiction resulting in the inability to 
perceive from another’s perspective (Attwood, 2004b; Rowley et al., 2012). Poor or 
inappropriate displays of social competence can have damaging results. A serious problem 
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for teachers is the propensity of children with disabilities to be bullied (Beany, 2005; de 
Monchy, Jan Pijl, & Zandberg, 2004; Frostad & Jan Pijl, 2007; Humphrey & Lewis, 2008).  
 
2.6.1 Bullying and Asperger Syndrome.  Children with an Autism Spectrum 
Disorder, including Asperger Syndrome, are common targets for frequent and chronic peer 
victimisation and bullying (Cappadocia, Weiss, & Pepler, 2012; Rowley et al., 2013; 
Schroeder et al., 2014). Students with Asperger Syndrome are more likely to be targets of 
bullying for several reasons. Firstly, they can be described as proactive targets. Atwood 
(2004a) describes proactive bullying targets as children who “have difficulties with 
friendship skills, and have aspects of their social skills and maturity that are perceived as 
irritating and provocative by both their peers and adults” (p. 17). Proactive targets have 
limited awareness of theory of mind, may not know how to join in a group, rely upon 
inappropriate or attention seeking behaviour and may not know when to stop. “The 
exhibition of strong emotional and/or behavioural outbursts during bullying episodes 
among individuals with ASD may increase the risk of future victimization as these 
reactions have been found to encourage the perpetrator” (Schroeder et al., 2014, p. 1522).  
Next, one of the prime characteristics of a target for bullying is being alone. As a rest 
from the mental exhaustion of coping in the classroom, a student with Asperger Syndrome 
may seek to be alone in a quiet space (Banda & Hart, 2010). This solitude serves as a 
moment of opportunity for a perpetrator, as no one is around to come to the target’s 
defence or support.  
Finally, students with Asperger Syndrome are perceived by other children as 
gullible, naïve, weird, eccentric, have low status and ‘poor’ in the currency of social status 
and friendship (Attwood, 2004a; Sofronoff, Dark, & Stone, 2010). When involved in the 
play of other children, the child with Asperger Syndrome has great difficulty 
distinguishing between friendly teasing and bullying and may assume malicious intent. 
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Other children therefore may be reluctant to play with a child who reacts physically to 
accidental acts. It is argued that the social position of a person strongly relates to the social 
skills acquired, therefore, it seems likely that pupils with an insufficient set of social skills 
face a greater risk of being excluded (Frostad & Jan Pijl, 2007).  
In a synthesis of the literature regarding the prevalence of bullying involvement in 
the ASD population from 2002 to 2013, Schroeder et al. (2014) confirmed that children 
and youth with ASD were experiencing increased rates of bullying relative to the general 
population and higher rates of victimisation than peers with other forms of disability. Their 
review upheld the findings of previous studies that found “social exclusion, peer 
marginalization and numbers of friendships are all related to rates of victimisation within 
the ASD population” (p. 1528).  
The authors also cite a number of methodological differences across the studies 
reviewed that restrict their generalisability but serve to inform this current study. 
Differences in the definition of key terms across studies resulted in an inconsistent 
operationalisation of bullying and victimisation. The varying timeframes for different 
studies made comparisons difficult, as did the mix of diagnoses of participants, with some 
studies focusing on students with Asperger Syndrome and others involving cohorts with a 
broader ASD diagnosis. The use of parent reports to elicit information about their child’s 
bullying can provide information the child does not want to share, but may be a socially 
desirable response based on limited contextual information and thus should be tempered 
for reliability. Finally, the failure to include a typically developing comparison group in 
several studies further limits generalisation.  
Students with Asperger Syndrome can be taught many skills which enable them to 
demonstrate socially competent behaviours. The following discussion of social skills 
instruction, maintenance and generalisation details how this can be achieved. 
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2.7 Social Skills and Generalisation 
Socialisation is a skill that is as important as communicating, reading and writing and 
needs to be included in students’ learning programs (Humphrey, 2008). One of the seven 
general capabilities of the Australian Curriculum is that of ‘Personal and Social capability’. 
Designed to complement the curriculum content in each learning area, the capability:  
Involves students in a range of practices including recognising and regulating 
emotions, developing empathy for others and understanding relationships, 
establishing and building positive relationships, making responsible decisions, 
working effectively in teams, handling challenging situations constructively and 
developing leadership skills (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority (ACARA), 2014, para. 1). 
 
2.7.1 Support and interventions for students with Asperger Syndrome.  Both 
in the classroom and on the playground, students with Asperger Syndrome will require 
ongoing support and instruction to help them recognise the effects of their actions on 
others, and how to become aware of their own thoughts, feelings and attitudes. This 
awareness of self has been recognised as vital, as is the recognition of feelings and 
emotions. “Because children with an autistic spectrum disorder live in worlds they cannot 
easily represent, they often become trapped by their perceptions and sensations” (Silliman 
et al., 2003, p. 237). 
Students with Asperger Syndrome do not learn to socialise through observing and 
imitating others due to a lack of awareness of the needs of others in relation to themselves 
(Baron-Cohen et al., 2000). Explicit instruction in appropriate social behaviours can be 
taught through targeted social skills instruction (Hart & Whalon, 2011; Marans et al., 
2005; Mundy & Mastergeorge, 2012; Rogers, Dawson, & Vismara, 2012). Direct 
instruction is required to increase the student’s awareness of the ways in which people 
behave and how to interact with others.  
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A range of interventions exists which are designed to enhance the social skills of 
persons with Asperger Syndrome. These interventions include but are not exclusive to: 
commercially prepared social skills programs, such as ‘Circle of Friends’ (Frederickson, 
Warren & Tuner, 2005), the use of ‘Social Stories’ (Gray, 2002), role plays, shared 
interests, social skills groups (Attwood, 2007) and peer support programs such as peer 
mediated intervention (Bass & Mulic, 2007; McCurdy & Cole, 2013). Learning and 
education supports are another commonly used intervention in the teaching of social skills. 
According to Marans et al. (2005), these supports fall into two primary categories: visual 
and organisational supports and environmental modifications.  
Visual supports, such as dialogue scripts and ‘Social Stories’ (Gray, 2002), capitalise 
on the relative strength of persons with Asperger Syndrome in processing the written word 
and provide an appropriate scaffold for a range of social interactions. Video modeling, the 
use of videos to model appropriate conversation skills and social conventions (Hart & 
Whalon, 2011, Holmqvist Olander & Burman, 2013) is another visual support designed to 
enhance the acquisition, maintenance and generalisation of social skills. Ecological or 
environmental modifications “are those that promote social interaction and its development 
through manipulations or arrangements of the physical or social environment” 
(McConnell, 2002, p. 355). Structured play activities and predictable routines are examples 
of environmental variations used in the teaching of social skills (Hart & Whalon, 2011).  
Family supports are a third type of social skill intervention discussed by Marans et 
al. (2005). The opportunities afforded a young child for rehearsal of socially competent 
behaviours occur frequently in the home context, such as eating meals, going shopping, 
interacting with relatives, with the role of the family in supporting the social development 
of their young child well-documented (Boutot, 2007; Calder et al., 2012; Jones & 
Frederickson, 2010).  
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Returning to the model of ecological systems that underpins this study, the family 
forms part of the microsystem, the layer that immediately surrounds the student. Other 
members of the student’s microsystem include the teacher, Principal, and peers. Given the 
aim of this study was to explore teacher attitudes and social inclusion of students with 
Asperger Syndrome, the educational environment has been chosen as the setting for this 
investigation. Although the researcher recognises and acknowledges the influence of the 
relationship between student and family she concedes that family supports for the social 
inclusion of their child with Asperger Syndrome fell outside the parameters of this study.  
Any interventions implemented must be included as part of a student’s individual 
educational plan and hold meaning and functional applicability for the target student. 
Social skills training should not be restricted, however, to the classroom. Alongside 
structured programs that teach specific behavioural routines, informal social interactions 
and behaviours suitable for the playground must be taught. However, it is imperative that 
educators acknowledge the ‘value’ of this learning (Marans et al., 2005), which is of 
utmost importance to the student with Asperger Syndrome. The learning of social skills 
requires a prolonged and systematic effort for students, but it has lifelong implications. 
Research has shown that social skills are related to long-term adjustment and prognosis for 
both individuals with and without autism (Banda & Hart, 2010; Gutstein & Whitney, 2002; 
Howard et al., 2006).  
Social skills however are best studied with multiple informants, since the gathering 
of information from broad and diverse perspectives enhances the consistency of findings 
across contexts (Kalyva, 2010). Several studies investigating social skills rely on 
qualitative self-report, anecdotal reports from parents, teachers or peers to determine the 
level of social skills for students with an ASD and Asperger Syndrome (Kalyva, 2010; 
Locke et al., 2013; Stitchter et al., 2012). The use of reports as the sole measure of a 
student’s social skills should be viewed with caution, as they do not provide any 
  46 
information regarding the context in which the interactions are taking place, and are a one 
point in time measure of student’s social interactions. 
Instrumental to the success of positive social interactions of students with Asperger 
Syndrome’s are the elements of friendship and the relationships with peers. Humphrey 
(2008) contends, “The social isolation and bullying experienced by pupils with ASD can 
be counteracted by support from (and often enduring friendships with) peers” (p. 43). 
 
2.7.2 Friendship and relationships with peers.  The idiosyncratic social 
behaviours presented by persons with Asperger Syndrome can often be interpreted as an 
unwillingness to engage in social interactions. Despite having age-appropriate language 
skills, studies suggest students with Asperger Syndrome continue to struggle with 
appropriate social communication interactions (Hart & Whalon, 2011; Humphrey & 
Lewis, 2008; Koegel, Vernon, Koegel, Koegel, & Paullin, 2012). According to Koegel et 
al. (2012, p. 220) “These challenges often result in an inability to create stable friendships 
and relationships”. 
A number of studies that investigated friendship for students with an ASD revealed 
these friendships to be qualitatively different than those of their typically developing peers 
(Attwood, 2007; Calder et al., 2013; Humphrey & Lewis, 2008). It should be noted that 
when discussing these studies, the use of the term ‘an ASD’ includes those students 
diagnosed with Asperger Syndrome. Calder et al. (2013) describe the friendships of 
students with an ASD as having “less emphasis on emotional connectedness” (p. 310). 
Further, Attwood’s (2007) findings revealed qualitatively less mature friendships, a 
preference for younger friends, and difficulty in the maintenance of friendships.  
Further studies have demonstrated that the role of the partner in interactions is 
especially significant (Bauminger, Shulman, & Agam, 2003; Orsmond, Krauss, & Seltzer, 
2004). When placed in regular education settings, Bauminger et al. found that primary 
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aged students with high-functioning autism “were found to interact with typically 
developing children more often than they interacted with other children with autism” (p. 
505). However, Bauminger et al. also reported that these same students spent only half as 
much time in social interactions with peers compared to their typically developing 
counterparts.  
A key element expressed in Kanner’s initial research was the indifference that 
children with an ASD appeared to have towards contact with others and an apparent 
disinterest in social engagement with others in their environment. This has led the 
assumption that persons with an ASD do not want friends. Daniel and Billingsley’s (2010) 
study of friendship, however, found all the students with an ASD diagnosis in their 
research were able to identify at least one friend. Using student self-reports combined with 
interviews from parents and teachers and document reviews, they concluded that having 
friends, recognising challenges in establishing friends, sharing interests, and friendship 
stability over time, were factors central to the establishment and maintenance of 
friendships for students with an ASD. Yet, despite the “rich descriptions of friendship from 
multiple interviews” (Daniel & Billingsley, 2010, p. 227) no observation was made of the 
students to verify what was described in the self-reports and interviews. Further, the study 
involved only male participants with good verbal and cognitive abilities; skills the 
researchers acknowledge may have helped foster friendships. Findings are not 
representative of girls with an ASD or those students on the spectrum who have less verbal 
communication.  
Locke et al. (2010) compared the social-emotional relationships of students with high 
functioning autism and their typically developing classmates and found that young people 
with an ASD experienced more loneliness, poorer quality friendships and lower social 
network status than their peers. Using a combination of three Likert-scale questionnaire 
measures and one open-ended questionnaire, the researchers concluded that the students 
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with an ASD had the desire to create friendships yet lacked the social skills required for 
connection with their social network. Generalisability of findings from this study, 
however, cannot be made to the broader ASD population. Eligibility of participation (i.e., 
previous clinical diagnosis of ASD, conversational speech and minimal behaviour 
problems) restricted the size of the sample (n=7) and only employed participants from one 
educational setting. This study would benefit from a larger cross-sample of student 
participants across more than one environment. Further, all data was obtained in a written 
form, with no observation of or interviews with the participants.  
Subsequent studies found continued evidence to support the desire of students with 
an ASD for friendships and social experiences. Motivation was found to be a decisive 
factor in the interpersonal engagement of students with an ASD (Calder et al., 2013). 
Findings reported students who displayed a strong desire for friendship actively sought out 
peers with whom they could create this alliance. Conversely, other students with an ASD 
did not want the same degree of companionship as that of their peers and preferred to be 
alone. Although these outcomes are indicative of the desire students with an ASD have to 
be engaged in meaningful socialisation experiences, findings supported those of previous 
studies, reporting higher rates of loneliness in students with an ASD than for their typically 
developing peers. 
Relationships and social networks among students are a key issue in inclusive 
education (Jan Pijl, 2007) and for the inclusion of students with an ASD (Chamberlain, 
Kasari & Rotheram-Fuller, 2007; Locke et al., 2013). Siperstein, Parker, Norins Bardon, & 
Widaman (2007) in a large-scale study of youth attitudes toward the inclusion of students 
with an intellectual disability reported that youth viewed their peers with disabilities as 
being less competent than themselves. Over half of the nearly 6,000 participants “believed 
that students with intellectual disabilities should not participate in academic classes such as 
English and mathematics” (p. 451). This lack of support for academic inclusion was traced 
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to the belief of youth participants that students with an intellectual disability would 
“impede their own learning or create discipline problems” (p. 451). Most participants 
agreed they would engage in superficial social contact with peers with an intellectual 
disability, such as saying hello, but were not willing to engage in any age-appropriate 
social activity with these same peers outside of school (e.g., birthday or social event).  
In a later study investigating students’ knowledge of autism and attitudes toward 
integrated peers with an ASD, Mavropoulou and Sideridis (2014) found, that when 
compared to a comparison group, typically developing peers indicated greater knowledge 
of autism and more positive attitudes and behavioural intentions toward their classmates 
with an ASD as a result of contact through students’ inclusion in the general education 
classroom. The use of a 21-item self-report questionnaire, however, did not specify the 
qualitative aspects of these outcomes, thus findings regarding improved knowledge and 
more positive attitudes are essentially speculative. 
Research by Farrell, Dyson, Polat, Hutcheson and Gallannaugh (2007) revealed that 
while there were positive attitudes associated with social acceptance amongst mainstream 
and support class students; most of the friendships that were formed were based on a 
‘caring and sympathetic’ role rather than a friendship based on genuine like and having 
common interests. This raised the question of whether a positive perception of social 
acceptance and belonging was genuine amongst students in mainstream schools, and 
questioned the basis on which the friendship was formed. Boutot (2007) analysed the 
characteristics of students with an ASD deemed both popular and unpopular by their peers. 
She found a positive correlation between the characteristics of unpopular students and 
those associated with an ASD, and suggested that teachers may need to explicitly teach 
skills that strengthen, or eliminate, behaviours that jeopardise the acceptance of students 
with Asperger Syndrome. No information was given however as to how teachers should go 
about this explicit instruction or indeed, what skills to teach. Further, the age of the student 
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participants was not disclosed, thus generalisation of findings to this current study cannot 
be made.  
Peers in the class of a child with an ASD will need explanations and guidance in 
understanding and encouraging the friendship abilities of their classmate. Students with 
Asperger Syndrome, for example, are more likely to improve their social skills if their 
typically developing peers are taught how to interact with them. The support of peers 
through peer-mediated interventions has been found to be one of the most effective social 
interaction interventions for students with an ASD (Hart & Whalon, 2011; Locke et al., 
2012; Marans et al., 2005).  
Recent studies have highlighted the importance of peers to the successful social 
inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome (Campbell, Morton, Roulston & Barger, 
2011; Kasari et al., 2011; Mavropoulou & Sideridis, 2014). Yet this success must be 
tempered with findings from other research that reports support of the peer network is 
central to the maintenance and success of social involvement for students with ASD 
(Locke et al., 2013). Findings from Locke et al.’s (2013) longitudinal study (i.e., across 
one school year) found that without appropriate interventions and support for peers (e.g., 
social skills instruction, peer sensitivity training, peer-mediated instruction) the social 
experiences of students with an ASD did not appear to improve.  
Returning to the framework of this current study, relationships are central. A critical 
component of successful relationships with others are the knowledge and enactment of 
appropriate social skills with a diverse range of partners. Students who lack these 
fundamental social skills may face social isolation and may not be included in social 
activities. But what does it mean to be socially included? Building on the overview of this 
concept in Chapter 1, the following discussion will draw on the literature in the area of 
social inclusion in an attempt to respond to this question.  
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2.8 Social Inclusion 
In recent years there has been more emphasis on the notion of social inclusion, 
referring to a student being included beyond academic and classroom activities. This 
emphasis has emerged as a result of the increased numbers of students with disabilities 
accessing mainstream, or regular education classrooms; “As the practice of 
“mainstreaming” students with disabilities in the general education environment gained 
momentum, it became apparent that simply moving children with disabilities from 
segregated special schools and classrooms to the regular education environment did not 
ensure their social integration” (Siperstein & Parker, 2008, p. 120).  
The term ‘social inclusion’ is a nebulous concept. In 2009, Koster, Nakken, Jan Pijl 
and van Houten undertook a review of the literature published between 2000 and 2005 that 
focused on the social dimension of inclusion in education. Implementation of selection 
criteria (i.e., empirical research or literature review, published in international journals, 
aimed at pupils with special needs in elementary or preschool and focused on the social 
dimension of inclusion) returned 62 studies for examination. Following analysis, the 
authors found three distinct terminologies, or umbrella terms used to describe the social 
dimension of inclusion: social integration, social inclusion, and social participation. Their 
review addressed these three concepts in turn, detailing the explicit and implicit definitions 
that emerged from the literature. 
Of the 62 articles included in their examination, only six studies used the term social 
inclusion. No explicit definition of the term was stated in any study, only implicit 
definitions were alluded to. In the absence of an explicit definition of social inclusion, 
Koster et al. (2013) described several common aspects reported across these six studies: 
friendship, acceptance, interaction, relationships, social status and bullying. 
The authors determined “the concept of social integration and its related concepts, 
social inclusion and social participation, hardly seem to differ in practice with respect to 
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content, if at all” (p. 131). They claimed these three terms were used interchangeably 
within the literature and were ascribed similar meanings. Thus, they concluded that social 
participation should be used to refer to the social dimension of inclusion. Social inclusion 
was rejected as a concept term as “inclusion is an extensive concept which logically 
embraces the social dimension” (p. 134).  
Discussion of literature pertinent to this current study has presented evidence that 
inclusion is much more than simply sharing the same space or environment as others, and 
has further discussed how the unique social impairments of students with Asperger 
Syndrome require targeted interventions to support their active social engagement with 
others. It is with this support that this researcher contends the term social inclusion cannot 
be subsumed into the inclusion vernacular but remains a valid and distinct construct for use 
in this study. 
Bossaert, Coplin, Jan Pijl and Petry (2013) closely replicated the Koster et al. (2009) 
study, using literature from 2000-2008, with the intent of clarifying the three concept terms 
describing the social dimension of inclusion in the secondary education setting. Bossaert et 
al. sought to ascertain any parallels or differences between their study and the previous 
review. Using the same sources and selection criteria, Bossaert et al. selected 19 articles 
for use in their examination.  
Once again results found social integration was the term most frequently in used the 
research literature. Unlike Koster et al. (2009), Bossaert and colleagues (2013) reported 
five of the seven articles that used the term social inclusion provided an explicit definition 
of the term. Using narrative description Bossaert et al. identified key themes central to 
each study’s definition. These themes closely mirrored those of the previous study and 
included: peer acceptance, bullying, friendships and social isolation. The authors 
concluded their findings closely paralleled those obtained by Koster et al., thus confirming 
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that terms such as social integration, social inclusion and social participation are used 
interchangeably in the research literature and assigned similar meanings. 
Both studies, however, are limited in their ability to generalise findings to the social 
inclusion of students with autism and Asperger Syndrome population as no differentiation 
by type of disability was made in either review. Further, neither review affirms an accepted 
definition for any of the umbrella terms posed, but posit their findings as a starting point 
for future research in this area.  
Within the literature, ‘social inclusion’ is described either as a counter term to the 
process of ‘social exclusion’ (Raffo & Gunter, 2008) or simply alluded to as a general term 
in the discussion of the social aspects of the larger, more general philosophy of inclusion 
(de Monchy et al., 2004; Jones & Frederickson, 2010; Marks, 2013). Moving beyond a 
superficial definition of social inclusion as merely equity of representation, this study 
utilises a definition that recognises equity of recognition. This views social inclusion as a 
dynamic process of recognition of individuals and groups for who and what they are 
(Raffo & Gunter, 2008). For the purposes of this study, the term ‘social inclusion’ is used 
as a framework for understanding the meaningful participatory access of students with 
Asperger Syndrome into regular education settings. It involves active levels of social 
involvement with teachers and peers. As explained in Chapter 1, this framework of social 
inclusion is firmly embedded within the ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), 
whereby the relationships between key participants both shape and inform the 
environments that surround the student with Asperger Syndrome. 
In the absence of a definitive definition from the literature, the operational definition 
of social inclusion for this study, based on the writings of Cullinan, Sabornie, and 
Crossland (1992), and informed by the more recent research of Koster et al. (2009) and 
Bossaert et al. (2013) chose to consider the student with Asperger Syndrome as an 
accepted member of a peer group, who exhibited at least one mutual friendship, who 
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participated actively and equally in group activities and who did not report as experiencing 
social isolation.  
It is not enough to simply place students in regular classes and ‘hope’ that they learn 
to socialise. Siperstein and Parker (2008) argued that moving students from segregated, 
specialised settings into mainstream classrooms did little to guarantee their social 
integration. The research of Chamberlain et al. (2007) recognised that the social inclusion 
of students with an ASD in regular classes is successful when supported by “the active 
efforts of parents and teachers to make dramatic improvements in the social networking of 
children with autism” (p. 239). By promoting social inclusion teachers can assist with the 
formation of equal relationships with enhanced social engagement for students. Teachers 
must be responsible for the provision of an environment that facilitates socially inclusive 
opportunities. “In order to give opportunities for students to develop their social 
competence, more is needed than simply interacting with others” (Roe, 2008, p. 151).  
Social inclusion is greatly influenced by a number of elements within the student’s 
environment; peers, teacher and class and setting. For this reason, placement of students 
with Asperger Syndrome into mainstream classes needs to be made in as part of a 
considered individualised process. The following section discusses the literature 
surrounding educational placement for students with Asperger Syndrome. 
 
2.9 Educational Placement for Students with Asperger Syndrome 
Education is a social endeavour. Current teaching practices in regular classrooms are 
moving toward a social constructivist model, promoting the value of social activity in 
learning and the contributions that learners can make to their own learning. The placement 
of students with Asperger Syndrome in a regular class does not mean that inclusion will 
naturally follow (Segall & Campbell, 2014; White, Scahill, Klin, Koenig, & Volkmar, 
2007), just as knowledge of good and appropriate teaching practice does not necessarily 
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equate to successful inclusion. For reasons of impaired social interaction skills as discussed 
previously, the student with Asperger’s may not have the social skills, nor see the reasons, 
for involving themselves in social learning activities.  
There is a common misconception that students with Asperger Syndrome are more 
academically capable and should therefore be able to cope with placement in a general 
education class (Moore, 2007; Segall & Campbell, 2014). Because they appear no different 
physically than their peers and are usually of similar intellectual functioning, teachers often 
misunderstand the challenging behaviours of a student with Asperger Syndrome 
(Ashburner, Ziviani, & Rodger, 2010). Researchers discovered that the more control a peer 
appeared to have over abnormal behaviours the less sympathy and greater anger exhibited 
by typical peers (Campbell, 2006). Students with an ASD, including Asperger Syndrome, 
are often perceived as having the ability to control their behaviours, so their inappropriate 
actions inevitably lack tolerance from their teachers and peers. 
The concern for students with an ASD, especially those diagnosed with Asperger 
Syndrome, is that due to the very nature of their disability, placement in a regular class 
may result in ‘exclusion’ because the student’s individual needs are not being met by the 
classroom, the school and the teacher. “Teachers and schools working with children with 
Asperger Syndrome may not be aware of how to provide the best inclusive environment” 
(Bullard, 2004, p. 176).  
Several studies have suggested a number of variables that contribute to the success of 
students with Asperger Syndrome in the general education classroom (McGregor & 
Campbell, 2001; Segall & Campbell, 2012). Attitudes of teachers are a vital component in 
researching the area of social inclusion. There appears to be limited research examining the 
nature of the relationship between teacher attitudes and subsequent levels of social 
inclusion specifically for students with Asperger Syndrome. Section 2.10 of this review 
discusses teacher attitudes. 
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2.10 Teacher Attitudes 
There exists a plethora of research in the area of teacher attitudes. Attitudes help us 
navigate the social world, influence our interpretation of information and guide our 
behavioural response (Maio & Haddock, 2010). In support of the earlier work of Eagly and 
Chaken (1993), Maio and Haddock assert that attitudes are formed and shaped by three 
types of processes: cognitive, affective and behavioural. Cognitive influences consider 
peoples’ motivations to change their attitudes, their acceptance of new beliefs, and 
personal consideration of beliefs about their own attitudes (Maio & Haddock, 2010). Ajzen 
and Gilbert Cote (2008, p. 290) elaborate, arguing that “Beliefs represent the information 
about the world in which we live, and they form the cognitive foundation for many of our 
responses to aspects of that world”. Cognitive influences on a teacher’s attitude relevant to 
this study include: personal beliefs about their effectiveness as a teacher, their knowledge 
of Asperger Syndrome, and their beliefs regarding inclusion and social inclusion. 
Affective influences shape attitudes through exposure, observation and the presence 
of relevant affective behaviours, such as mood, anxiety and confidence (Forgas, 2008). 
More positive attitudes are attained through positive conditioning and exposure linked to a 
positive affective sensation. Also relevant to this study are the affective influences of: a 
teacher’s feelings based on previous exposure to students with Asperger Syndrome, the 
perceived impact of inclusion on class peers, personal judgements, and the modelling of 
appropriate practice by an expert other.  
Behavioural influences on attitudes are strongly connected to the aforementioned 
influences of cognition and affect. Prior experience is an example of a behavioural 
influence. Learning from past mistakes, or successes, impacts the way in which a person 
responds in the future. Maio and Haddock (2010) report, “Attitudes based on direct 
experience are stronger predictors of subsequent behavior than attitudes based on indirect 
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experience” (p. 134). Examples of behavioural influences associated with this study are: a 
teacher’s previous experiences teaching students with Asperger Syndrome, and their 
responses to the overt behaviours of the target student within the educational environment.  
Interest in teacher attitudes has resulted from the understanding that positive attitudes 
towards inclusion result in enhanced teacher practice, heightened teacher self-efficacy and 
higher levels of teacher satisfaction (Humphrey & Symes, 2013; Morewood, Humphrey & 
Symes, 2011; O'Neill & Stephenson, 2012; Sharma et al., 2012). Scruggs and Mastropieri 
(1996) in an initial synthesis of research into teacher attitudes, found the willingness of 
teachers varied in relation to the severity of the disability and the training and support 
provided to teachers. Avramidis, Bayliss and Burden (2000b) reported that teachers 
showed greater levels of concern in teaching pupils with emotional and behavioural 
difficulties than teaching those with other types of disability.  
Later studies (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Mazurek & Winzer, 2011) reported 
teacher attitudes towards the inclusion of pupils with specific disabilities have been shown 
to differ according to the type and severity of disability. Teachers with experience in 
inclusive education were found to hold more positive attitudes than those with less 
experience (Moberg 2003), and the smaller the class size the more positive attitudes 
teachers have (Anderson, Klassen, & Georgiou 2007).  
In a recent review of the literature regarding regular primary schoolteachers’ 
attitudes towards inclusive education, de Boer et al. (2011) summarised the results of 26 
studies from 1998-2008 to examine teacher attitudes towards inclusive education, identify 
variables related to their attitudes, and determine the effect of attitude on the social 
participation of pupils with special needs in regular schools. Using Eagly and Chaiken’s 
(1993) three-component theory, teacher attitudes within the selected studies were assessed 
in accordance with cognitive, behavioural and affective components.  
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The authors found most studies addressed the cognitive component of attitude, with 
the majority of teachers holding neutral or negative attitudes towards the inclusion of 
pupils with special needs in regular primary education. Further, teachers did not rate 
themselves as knowledgeable about the education of students with special education needs. 
A lack of competence and confidence resulted in negative or neutral behavioural intentions 
by teachers toward these students. 
Experience in inclusive education correlated with more positive attitudes across a 
number of the studies reviewed, as did contact with a person with a disability. Teachers 
with less teaching experience were found to hold more positive attitudes toward inclusion. 
None of the selected studies reported on the effect of teacher attitudes on the social 
participation of students. It is this current study’s intent to respond to this gap in the 
literature.  
The single most important social relationship for a school child with autism is their 
relationship with the teacher (Sainsbury, 2000). Sainsbury added that good experiences 
with thoughtful teachers made an overwhelming difference to her life as a child with an 
ASD. Good teachers are those with a broad knowledge base of Asperger Syndrome, with 
good organisation skills and the ability to plan creatively. As a classroom teacher, one 
must have an understanding of the implications of the various learning characteristics of 
students with Asperger Syndrome in order to develop more effective teaching sequences.  
However, as has been previously stated, knowledge of appropriate practice and 
positive attitudes toward inclusion do not necessarily equate to positive inclusive 
experiences for students. Several studies have concluded that teacher attitudes directly 
influence students’ attitude and behaviour (Cartledge & Johnson, 1996). Research has 
revealed that educating students with an ASD requires an understanding of the unique 
cognitive, social, sensory and behavioural deficits that characterise autism (Roberts, 2004). 
In New South Wales, teacher training for students with Asperger Syndrome falls under the 
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general Special Education qualification, with no mandatory requirement for teachers of 
students with any ASD to complete any formal training in Autism. Professional 
development courses are available in New South Wales, but the majority is provided by 
external agencies either in release time for attendance or in terms of financial support 
toward post-graduate study.  
In accordance with the Disability Standards for Education (2005), it is the regular 
education teacher who plans and implements the inclusive programs in the mainstream 
classroom. Sadly, the philosophy underpinning inclusion is often far ahead of actual 
classroom practice. Teachers argue they are inadequately trained to cater for students’ 
individual needs and that schools do not have the appropriate resources and so forth to 
cater for the broad range of student diversity (Boyle et al., 2013; Shaddock et al., 2007).  
As described in the discussion of Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory 
in Chapter One, a student with Asperger Syndrome is influenced by the dynamic 
relationships they have with key participants located within the surrounding layers of the 
environment. There exist multiple external factors that influence the relationship between a 
teacher and a student and these factors subsequently inform teacher attitudes towards 
students with special education needs (Avramidis & Norwich, 2010). In their review of 
literature, Avramidis and Norwich draw connections between such factors, indicating the 
categories from which they derive. The discussion of child-related, teacher-related and the 
educational environment related factors (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Osborne & Reed, 
2011) categorises the current body of literature within special and inclusive education. 
These factors can have positive or negative outcomes (Burke & Sutherland, 2004) drawing 
more specifically on the teachers’ professional knowledge about the disability and their 
experiences or exposure to students with Asperger Syndrome.  
As a direct effect of such influential factors, Cook (2004) conducted a study on the 
connection between teacher attitudes and associated influences within classroom practice. 
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Cook’s study demonstrated clear links between teachers’ pre-determined attitudes and their 
behaviour towards students in the classroom. This resulted in a positive learning 
experience for some children, but where children were identified with a severe disability, 
overrepresentation of concern and rejection behaviours were present. It must be noted, 
however, that this study sampled a small group of teachers (n=46), from schools of similar 
makeup and utilised methodology that restricted teacher responses to three nominated 
students. No consideration was given to the students’ attributes or their behaviour when 
reporting results regarding teacher attitudes.  
Park and Chitiyo’s (2011) study explored the variables that affect both regular and 
special education teacher attitudes towards children with an ASD. Results indicated that 
teacher attitudes towards students with an ASD were influenced by student gender, age, 
level of schooling, and opportunities for professional development. Elementary school 
teachers were found to have more positive attitudes than secondary school teachers. It was 
also found that the majority (98%) of teachers had positive attitudes, which Park and 
Chitiyo attribute to most of the teachers having exposure to children with special needs. 
The instrument used in this study to measure teacher attitudes was the Autism Attitude 
Scale for Teachers (AAST), developed in 1984 by Olley, DeVellis, DeVellis, Wall, and 
Long. Park and Chitiyo acknowledged that the use of this dated instrument, however, did 
not fully reflect changes in attitudes that have emerged since its development. Further, the 
use of solely quantitative measures of attitudes limited results to statistical analyses and did 
not allow teachers to comment on their personal thoughts or beliefs.  
In Scotland, McGregor and Campbell (2001) examined the attitudes, opinions, and 
ideas of special education and mainstream teachers in primary and secondary schools. 
They found that teachers who had experience working with children with autism had more 
positive attitudes and more confidence coping compared to inexperienced teachers. 
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Similarly Gouvousis et al. (2010) showed that teacher attitudes were more positive when 
there was an increase in exposure to and experience working with children with ASD.  
To conclude, there exist a number of factors that influence teacher attitudes and 
substantial research examining teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and disability 
(Ainscow, 2007; Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Osler & Osler, 2008;) and inclusion for 
students with an ASD (Cassimos, Polychronopoulou, Tripsianis, & Syriopoulou-Delli, 
2013; Morewood, Humphrey & Symes, 2011; Rodriguez, Saldana, & Moreno, 2012). 
Although it appears that teachers tend to support the concept of inclusion as a social and 
educational principle, their validation at an operational level and their demonstration of 
inclusive principles appear to be strongly related to their perceptions of students’ 
disabilities, with more reluctant views expressed towards the inclusion of students with 
more ‘severe disabilities’ and students with behaviour disabilities (Avramidis & Norwich, 
2002; Mazurek & Winzer, 2011). Despite extensive research into teacher attitudes, this 
research to date has focused primarily on those factors that shape and influence the 
formation of attitudes, such as the student’s disability, severity of disability, years of 
experience and exposure. No research has been found that details how teacher attitudes 
impacts students’ social inclusion. This study has therefore been designed to respond to 
this gap in the research domain.  
Constructs influencing teacher attitudes with respect to the social inclusion of 
students with Asperger Syndrome include but are not limited to: professional knowledge, 
perceived capability, teacher pedagogy and specific teaching practice, knowledge and 
understanding of social inclusion, professional development needs and provisions both at 
school and systems levels, and the requirements of the Disability Standards for Education 
2005. Further influences centre on the needs of the student with Asperger Syndrome, 
raising the following questions: 
• Do they want to be socially included?  
• If so, how, when and to what degree?  
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• Have they been consulted with respect to their social inclusion?  
• Has the teacher identified their individualised strengths and needs and current 
levels of social skills?  
Reflecting on the ecological systems that surround the student (Bronfenbrenner, 
1979) and the role these relationships play in their development, attention must be given to 
the impact of others in the educational environment, such as school Principals, support 
personnel and peers on the social inclusion process. It is with these constructs in mind that 
this research seeks to address the critical relationship between teacher attitudes and levels 
of socially inclusive practice for students with Asperger Syndrome.  
Given the wealth of inquiry that exists in the area of teacher attitudes, one must avail 
oneself to the methodological insights afforded by such research. The following section 
will present an examination of methodological issues from previous research relevant to 
the themes of this study.  
 
2.11 Methodological Issues 
A number of methodological issues must be considered with respect to the current 
study. These considerations explore the influence of previous research designs, the 
generalisability of past research findings to this current study, and the need for robust 
methodological considerations when implementing research within the ASD population. 
Inclusion, driven by human rights and social justice principles, has largely ignored 
adequate research into outcomes for children with autism, and has relied to this point on 
philosophical considerations (Shaddock, 2003). Up until the late 1990’s, very little 
research had been conducted, dedicated specifically to the direct needs of including 
students with an ASD. Later studies (e.g., Harrower & Dunlap, 2001) provided glimpses 
into the world of autism but did not act as indicators of student success factors for children 
with autism who are placed in regular schools (as cited in Roberts, 2004). In their recent 
examination of teacher attitudes toward children with autism, Park and Chitiyo (2011) 
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support this lack of empirical evidence, pointing out “Despite the importance of teachers’ 
attitudes towards children with special needs, there has been a lack of empirical research 
on teachers’ attitudes towards autism” (p. 70). Thus, this study will attempt to redress this 
lack of empirical evidence by undertaking empirically based research.  
Gibb, Tunbridge, Chua and Frederickson (2007) explored mainstream and special 
education teachers’ perceptions of the social inclusion of students with an ASD in a 
mainstream setting. Of the six barriers to social inclusion identified by teachers, the three 
most frequently reported were attributed to the student; “A child’s social disengagement; a 
child’s lack of social competence; and child’s low academic ability” (p. 119). Teacher 
factors (i.e., inflexible attitudes and inappropriate teaching strategies) were reported far 
less than student factors.  
Research by Chamberlain et al. (2007) acknowledged the nature of Asperger 
Syndrome as precluding social inclusion and highlighted teacher efforts in promoting 
successful social networking. Yet again, this research remained focused upon the student 
and associated student outcomes rather than looking at specific teacher attitudes that either 
helped or hindered the student.  
Lingard and Mills (2007) maintain that socially just pedagogies alone cannot ensure 
socially just and inclusive practices in classrooms. Notions of shared responsibility and 
shared ownership by teachers towards the inclusion of students with disabilities, impact 
greatly upon the social success of a student with Asperger Syndrome. These notions are 
discussed extensively with research findings showing that not only are positive teacher 
attitudes a prime determinant of success for students with disabilities in general education 
classes (Simpson, de Boer-Ott, & Smith-Myles, 2003. p. 124) but “active efforts of parents 
and teachers can make dramatic improvements in the social networking of children with 
autism” (Chamberlain et al., 2006, p. 239). 
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When considering the methodologies employed for use in the current study, the 
concerns of Harrington et al. (2013) were considered: “There is little documented about the 
distinct methodological issues faced by researchers undertaking interviews with young 
people with ASD” (p. 154). Their research draws attention to the current debate as to how 
best elicit the voice of children and young people in research when these young people 
may have significant language and communication needs. They continue, “Knowledge 
about the approaches that maximise their participation is limited” (p. 154). In an attempt to 
report the voice of the student and to maximise their participation in the research process, 
the case study component of this study used interviews with students with Asperger 
Syndrome. These interviews are designed to build on others’ concerns to focus on present 
experiences; use repetition and rewording if required (Harrington et al., 2013) and 
incorporate fewer open-ended questions (Preece & Jordan, 2010). These strategies are 
implemented to reduce any possible stress or anxiety for the student participants as a result 
of any impairment in communication or social interaction. 
As mentioned in Section 2.3.2, issues of identification of students with Asperger 
Syndrome in past research have raised questions of how well studies have identified these 
students. One cannot assume that students with Asperger Syndrome were part of the 
sample group unless specifically defined. This current study has attempted to address this 
through the purposeful selection of students with a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome. This 
selection ensured all participants had a current diagnosis in accordance with DSM-IV 
diagnostic criteria as well as the category A2 on their school disability confirmation sheet. 
Section 3.3.3 in Chapter 3 details this selection process.  
Preece and Jordan (2010) report that to date there has been very little research that 
actually captures the views of young people with an ASD. A number of recent studies 
however base their findings on data obtained directly from students with an ASD. The 
voice of the student is obtained through the use of semi-structured interviews and diary 
  65 
recordings (Humphrey & Lewis, 2008), with self-reports, interviews, observations and 
quantitative measures (e.g., Friendship Qualities Scale) (Calder et al., 2013) used to report 
the views and experiences of students with an ASD. With the intent of contributing further 
evidence to this growing area, the researcher designed this current study to capture the 
voice of the student and other participants (e.g., peers) through interviews within a case 
study methodology.  
A primary consideration in this study was the environment, and how relationships 
within the environment impacted teacher and student behaviour. An established framework 
to explore this notion of relationships is Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems Theory 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979), discussed extensively in Chapter 1. Avramidis and Norwich 
(2002) contend that much of the previous research investigating teacher attitudes has relied 
on paper and pencil questionnaires and surveys, with “few attempts to include other 
sources of data, such as teacher interviews, or other unobtrusive measures to validate the 
measurements taken” (p. 143). Their recommendation to include observation as a means of 
recording teacher and student behaviour resulted in the use of ecobehavioural assessment 
(EBA), specifically the Ecobehavioral Assessment Systems Software (EBASS) 
(Greenwood, Carta, Kamps, & Delquadri, 1993). EBA “provides a sequential picture of the 
interrelationship between environmental and instructional factors and a student’s 
opportunity to respond” (Watson et al., 2011, p. 335).  
A number of studies involving students with disabilities have reported using 
ecobehavioural assessment as a means of data collection to record the relationship between 
student and teacher behaviour (Rotholz, Kamps, & Greenwood, 1989; Wallace, Anderson, 
Bartholomay, & Hupp, 2002; Watson et al., 2011). Further studies (Vyse & Mulick, 1990) 
have merged findings from an ecobehavioural assessment with questionnaires in their 
study investigating base rates of inappropriate student behaviour in a self-contained special 
education classroom. However, no previous studies that combine ecobehavioural 
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assessment and simultaneous anecdotal recordings could be found. The momentary time 
sampling records produced by the EBASS allow for the computation of both 
environmental and behavioural events. When combined with targeted qualitative 
recordings, a comprehensive picture of the classroom environment was created. The 
combination of momentary time sampling data and qualitative records implemented within 
this study is unique to this research field.  
In summary, the principles of inclusion have been introduced in this chapter. Various 
reports (Roberts & Prior, 2006; Shaddock, 2003) highlight the nature of inclusive 
classrooms in NSW but question both their efficacy and appropriateness. The research 
highlights the values associated with social inclusion for young people and the negative 
results for students who are placed in socially isolating environments (de Monchy et al., 
2004; Konza, 2005; Robertson et al., 2003).  
 
2.12 Research Questions 
The role of the teacher is stressed in this literature, yet little current, targeted research 
is available to respond to the first research question: 
• What do teachers, and students with Asperger Syndrome, understand by 
the term social inclusion?  
o Do teachers perceive social inclusion in the same way as students do?  
General education teachers may have knowledge of effective teaching practice for 
students with Asperger Syndrome, but do not appear to have the skills, resources and 
training to put them in place. Successful implementation of effective practices depends on 
the attitudes of those who will work most closely with the students involved. “These 
attitudes are influenced by the teacher’s experiences and knowledge of the disabled” 
(Burke & Sutherland, 2004, p. 164). With this premise in mind, a second question posed 
for this study is: 
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• What influences shape teacher attitudes toward students diagnosed with 
Asperger Syndrome placed in their regular education classrooms? 
The third question is: 
• To what extent do teacher attitudes serve as indicators of social inclusion 
for students with Asperger Syndrome in regular class settings? 
The last question unites the central themes of teacher attitudes and social inclusion. 
Literature has revealed “one of the most important predictors of the successful integrating 
of students with disabilities in the regular classroom is the attitudes of general education 
teachers” (Alghazo et al., 2003, p. 515). It is my contention that this study provides a 
contextualised, empirically valid response to the key questions above. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Pilot Methodology 
Previous research that has specifically targeted teacher attitudes has centred 
primarily on the general principles of inclusion and inclusive teaching (e.g., de Boer et al., 
2011; Lingard & Mills, 2007; Nind & Wearmouth, 2006). A number of studies have 
investigated attitudes around inclusion for students with an identified special educational 
need (Lindsay et al., 2014; Sansosti & Sansosti, 2012; White et al., 2007) but these studies 
have remained essentially general in their approach. Less available still is research 
conducted to investigate teacher attitudes and their effect upon the social inclusion of 
students specifically identified with Asperger Syndrome in regular classes, as discussed in 
previous chapters, hence the rationale for this study. 
Chapter 3 provides an initial overview of the methodology relevant to the whole 
research project. It introduces the pilot study, designed to test the instruments developed 
for the research in the main phase of the study. The chapter begins with a description of the 
research design followed by a comprehensive discussion of the context for and of the 
participants involved in the pilot study. The chapter goes on to provide detail regarding the 
instruments used in pilot data collection and concludes with an overview of the pilot study 
procedure. Given the scope and extent of the pilot study, its results and discussion will 
follow in Chapter 4.  
 
3.1 Research Design 
The research design used for this study was a mixed methods investigative study, 
combining the use of surveys and embedded case studies. Figure 3 provides a visual 
overview of the research design.  
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Figure 3. A visual representation of the research design, showing the proposed pathway 
from initial data collection to writing of research report. 
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The combination of survey and case studies aimed to reduce the acceptance/rejection 
issues documented by Avramidis et al. (2000a) when using only Likert type inventories to 
investigate teacher attitudes, which the authors found, pushed respondents to either agree 
or disagree with the issue. This, according to the authors, addressed “only the cognitive 
component of attitude …. without much effort being directed towards uncovering the 
factors that may underlie particular attitudes” (p. 196). A number of authors have for some 
time held to the notion that participant self-report response is different to that of responses 
gained through interview questioning (Brown & Harris, 1978; Marton & Pong, 2005; 
Pajares, 1992). Oei and Zwart (1986) assessed life events of 55 psychiatric patients 
through interview and self-report, and found that participants responded differently to 
questionnaire and interview prompts. In their findings, they acknowledged the importance 
of both methods but stressed that the problems of differences in findings could be 
attributed to the use of self-report methods claiming that “face-to-face interviews trigger 
strong affective responses while questionnaires permit a wide range of responses, of, 
perhaps, a more cognitively dispassionate nature” (p. 188). 
Thus, in order to ascertain valid and reliable data from which to draw conclusions, a 
mixed methods approach was used. This was an attempt by the researcher to “capture what 
happens in the empirical social world and relate it back to the conceptual level” (Neuman, 
2006, p.185). To paraphrase Tashakkori and Teddlie (2009), mixed methods research is 
superior to a single approach design in that it can answer research questions that other 
methodologies cannot; it provides an opportunity for presenting a greater diversity of 
divergent views; and, mixed methods research provides better and stronger inferences.  
Therefore, the decision to utilise a mixed methods approach was made in response to 
the distinct advantages it provided over a single methodological approach. A seminal study 
by Greene, Caracelli and Graham (1989) led renowned research methods author Alan 
Bryman, to propose a list of five justifications for combining quantitative and qualitative 
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research (2006, cited in Plano Clark & Creswell, 2008). These included: triangulation of 
results between qualitative and quantitative data; recasting of questions or results of one 
method with those of the other; complementarity, or the clarification of results from one 
method with the other; the use of results from one method to help develop or inform the 
other; and, expansion, “to extend the breadth and range of enquiry by using different 
methods for different inquiry components” (Greene et al., 1989, p. 259). 
This strengthening of inferences through triangulation and complementarity can 
offset the potential disadvantages of using a single method design. For example, the use of 
a multi-strategy approach can utilise qualitative evidence to assist in the explanation of 
relationships that emerge from a quantitative analysis of survey data. Calder et al. (2012), 
in their study of friendship and students with Autism, used a combination of quantitative 
and qualitative methods to investigate the nature and extent of friendships between 
students with Autism and their peers. Their rationale for this mixed methods approach was 
to “extend previous work to examine in detail the degree and nature of autistic children’s 
friendships and social networks by collecting information from multiple methods” (p. 297).  
Humphrey and Lewis (2008) also support the use of multiple perspectives when 
investigating the social aspects of inclusion. Their study used multiple methods to capture 
the views and experiences of students with Asperger Syndrome together with the 
perspectives of their teachers and parents. They argue “We intended to give pupils with 
Asperger Syndrome a forum for their voices to be heard, via a research project in which 
they were involved as informed and knowledgeable participants” (Humphrey & Lewis, 
2008, p. 26). 
It should not be assumed however, that in this study the use of qualitative data was 
only as a support for quantitative results. Quantitative and qualitative results were not used 
comparatively to provide evidence of consistency or consensus between methods. The 
qualitative responses obtained through open-ended questions, interview responses and 
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observational data, were analysed in their own right using analysis techniques appropriate 
to the type of data collected. These results acted as discussion points for emerging 
quantitative results and served to provide greater depth to the investigation of the central 
constructs of this study. The use of questionnaire responses in conjunction with in-depth 
interviews and observation allowed for both breadth and depth of data to make better and 
greater informed inferences (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).  
Harris and Brown (2010) add further support to the use of a mixed methods approach 
to data collection. Through their research they acknowledge the differing strengths and 
weaknesses afforded through the use of the complementarity of instruments. They discuss 
the benefits and weaknesses of interview, survey and observation instruments, addressing 
issues of design, bias, respondent unreliability, errors in coding and analysis and faulty 
interpretation of results but conclude that “despite the weaknesses of both questionnaires 
and interviews, these are important means of obtaining direct responses from participants 
about their understandings, conceptions, beliefs and attitudes” (Harris & Brown, 2010, p. 
2).  
Whilst espousing the rationale for a mixed-methods design, one must acknowledge 
those who argue against this approach to research. Smith (1983) argued that mixed 
methods research was untenable due to its combining of paradigms which were inherently 
incompatible. A major component of the “paradigm debate period” (Creswell & Plano 
Clark, 2007, p. 15) during the 1970’s and 1980’s was the incompatibility thesis. 
This thesis of incompatibility discussed by Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) alludes to 
the link between paradigms and research methods. They argue, “according to this thesis, 
research paradigms are associated with research methods in a kind of one-to-one 
correspondence. Therefore, if the underlying premises of different paradigms conflict with 
one another, the methods associated with those paradigms cannot be combined” (p. 15). 
The view throughout the research community at this time was that the fundamental 
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differences between paradigms underpinning quantitative research (i.e., the positivist 
paradigm) and qualitative research (i.e., the constructivist paradigm) prevented any 
compatibility between them.  
In response to the incompatibility thesis, mixed methodologists posted a different 
paradigm, that of pragmatism (Biesta, 2010; Morgan, 2007). The underlying tenet of the 
pragmatist paradigm is the belief that research questions can be addressed through multiple 
means (p. 15). Howe (1988), for example, argued that qualitative and quantitative methods 
were compatible and proposed the compatibility thesis. “The compatibility thesis supports 
the view, beginning to dominate practice, that combining quantitative and qualitative 
methods is a good thing and denies that such a wedding is epistemologically incoherent” 
(p. 10). Creswell and Plano-Clark (2007) concluded that the compatibility thesis, premised 
on the use of quantitative and qualitative data in combination, contributes more to the 
understanding of a research problem than one method used alone.   
In an attempt to reduce the likelihood of misinterpretation by the participants in the 
communicative processes of the study, and to enhance overall validity of design, both data 
and methodological triangulation were employed. By cross-referencing the results obtained 
from the survey, with the results from interviews and observations, one’s confidence in 
interpreting the findings was enhanced. As part of this study, it was anticipated data from 
the observations would support the results obtained from the interviews. Further, these 
qualitative results would substantively corroborate the quantitative statistical data obtained 
through the questionnaire.  
 
3.2 The Pilot Study and Rationale 
In order to trial the measures developed to collect data, a pilot study was 
undertaken. Several reasons compelled this undertaking. The pilot study was used to firstly 
ensure the questions in both the questionnaire and interviews made sense and elicited the 
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desired information, through the identification of invalid and misinterpreted responses. 
Secondly, the pilot study afforded the opportunity to test the flow and length of the 
questions asked, indicating comfort and interest levels of respondents, and whether the 
order needed to be changed (De Vaus, 2002; Neuman, 2006). Testing of the Likert 
response scale provided in the questionnaire, and providing an opportunity to gain 
experience in using the instruments, were further reasons for the undertaking of a pilot 
study. The use of the questionnaire and both interview and observation schedules in a pilot 
study allowed the researcher to develop familiarity with the tools and confidence in using 
them correctly. Bryman (2004) supports this outcome of piloting and adds, “Piloting …. 
can infuse a greater sense of confidence” (p. 159). Finally, and most importantly, the pilot 
study allowed for a sound investigation into the reliability and validity of the instruments 
developed for this research. Discussion exploring reliability and validity of the measures 
developed follows later in this chapter.  
 
3.2.1 The Teacher Attitudes Survey.  The Teacher Attitudes Survey was 
designed with 20 Likert response questions and 10 open ended questions. A Likert scale is 
“essentially a multiple-indicator or multiple-item measure of a set of attitudes relating to a 
particular area” (Bryman, 2004, p. 68). Statements are made and respondents are asked to 
indicate their level of agreement with the statement along a scale, usually ranging from 
‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’. Typically researchers use a 5-point scale with a 
midpoint indicating a neutral position. Participant responses to individual items are scored 
and this is then generally aggregated to form an overall score. For the pilot study, the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot used a four-point response scale rather than the typical 5-
point response as the researcher felt it was preferable for respondents to respond one way 
or the other to the questions asked. This choice reflected the four-point, forced-choice 
response scale used in the Inclusion Survey (Van Reusen, Shoho & Barker, 2000), which 
  75 
returned a coefficient alpha of 0.809, indicating high internal reliability of returned 
responses.  
 
3.2.2 Pre-testing of Questionnaire.  Pre-testing of the questionnaire considered 
the stages in pilot testing questionnaires protocols discussed by Converse and Presser 
(1986), illustrated in Table 2. The elements of each stage contribute to a quality instrument 
if followed. The purpose of Stage 1, Question development, was to “establish how to 
phrase each question, to evaluate how respondents interpret the question’s meaning and to 
check whether the range of response alternatives is sufficient” (DeVaus, 2002, p. 114). 
Consideration was given to the following elements. Firstly, was there enough variation in 
responses to allow for analysis? “Testing items for an acceptable level of variation in the 
target population is one of the most common goals of pretesting” (Converse & Presser, 
1986, p. 55).  
 
Table 2 
 Stages in Pilot Testing the Teacher Attitudes Survey 
Stage 1: 
Type: 
Check for: 
Question development 
Declared pre-test 
1. Sufficient variation in 
responses 
2. How the question is 
understood 
3. Whether all items are 
necessary 
4. Whether the scale items 
scale 
5. Item non-response 
6. Evidence of acquiescence 
Stage 2: 
Type: 
Check for: 
Questionnaire development 
Undeclared 
1. Does the questionnaire 
flow? 
2. Do the skips work? 
3. Is it too long? 
4. Do respondents sustain 
their interest? 
Stage 3: 
Type: 
Check for: 
Polishing pilot test 
Undeclared 
Effectiveness of changes after 
stages 1 and 2. 
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Next, meaning was considered. Did the respondents understand the intended 
meaning of the question? Point three for consideration was redundancy. By pre-testing the 
questions, one could determine if any two questions measured virtually the same thing, 
thus enabling the removal of one question from the final version. Consideration was then 
given to scalability. The items which, when combined together, form a scale, were then 
checked. Points five and six looked at the issues of non-response or refusal of participants 
to answer a particular question, and evidence of acquiescence. These two points related to 
the way in which respondents answered or did not answer the questions. Final checks in 
Stage 1 looked for evidence of respondents simply agreeing with a statement regardless of 
its content.  
The participants who formed the pilot group were informed that it was a pilot and 
that their feedback and comments would assist in the development of the final version of 
the questionnaire. This is what is known as a ‘participating’ or ‘declared’ pretest. Stage 2, 
questionnaire development, and Stage 3, polishing pilot test, were undertaken following 
the implementation and analysis of the pilot questionnaire and will be discussed further in 
Chapter 5. 
The remainder of this chapter will provide for the reader a description of the 
participants involved in the study followed by a detailed overview of the measures 
designed to investigate the attitudes of teachers toward the social inclusion of students with 
Asperger Syndrome. The chapter concludes with the presentation of the procedure 
followed in the implementation of this research study.  
 
3.3 Participants 
3.3.1 Questionnaire.  The implementation of the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot 
was trialed with 68 primary and secondary general education teachers enrolled in the 
Master of Education (Special Education) degree at the University of Sydney. A second 
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cohort of 22 primary regular education teachers from a school in Western Sydney also 
volunteered to trial the questionnaire. The total pilot sample size was 90 participants. 
According to DeVaus (2002), this was a useful sample size for a pilot test, as this many 
participants “allows for greater detection of non-response, variation, response sets and the 
like” (p. 117). 
 
3.3.2 Preliminary case studies: Teachers.  Two schools were engaged in the 
pilot study. For the purposes of identification, they were labelled Preliminary Case Study 1 
(PCS1) and Preliminary Case Study 2 (PCS2). In this exploratory case study, the ‘case’ 
was deemed to be a student with a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome and their teacher 
within the classroom. The study was deemed exploratory as the intent was to “find out 
what is happening and why” (Thomas, 2011, p. 104). Both Case study settings provided 
one teacher and one student participant to the pilot study. Two primary, regular education 
teachers were asked to participate in the trialling of the observation instrument and 
interview questions. A condition of participation was that they had a student with a 
diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome currently enrolled in their class. The Principal of PCS1 
,school was a professional colleague of the researcher and had an interest in the research. 
She recommended the first teacher, PCS1-T, as a candidate for this research. PCS1-T was 
a female teacher with 15+ years of experience, teaching a Stage Three (Years Five and 
Six) class at the time of the research.  
The other teacher, PCS2-T was a primary, regular education teacher who was 
teaching at a semi-rural school. The Principal of the school was contacted by the researcher 
and gave permission for her staff to be involved in the pilot study. The Principal nominated 
a teacher at the school whom she considered to be a suitable participant. PCS2-T was  
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contacted by the researcher and agreed to participate in piloting the observations and 
interview questions. PCS2-T was a male teacher with 15+ years of experience and was also 
teaching a Stage Three (Years Five and Six) class at the time of the research. 
 
3.3.3 Preliminary case studies: Students.  In both PCS1 and PCS2 classes there 
were two student participants who had received a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome, in 
accordance with DSM IV-TR (2000) criteria, by a pediatrician or medical specialist. 
Further, both students had the category A2 on their NSW DEC Disability Confirmation 
Sheet. PCS1-S was a male student in Year Five. PCS2-S was a male student in Year Six.  
 
3.4 Instruments 
Three instruments were used as part of the pilot study. These instruments were the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot, the EcoBehavioral Assessment Systems Software 
(EBASS) (Greenwood et al., 1993), and the Student Observation Schedule. Details of each 
instrument will now be presented.  
 
3.4.1 Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot.  Chapter 1 introduced the reader to the 
theoretical pathway of social inclusion. A feature of this pathway was the identification of 
a range of variables that influenced teacher attitudes. Further discussion in the literature 
review, explicated these variables that inform the area of teacher attitudes (Lambe & 
Bones, 2006; Van Reusen et al., 2000). Teachers experience and exposure to students with 
a disability (Moberg 2003; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996), teacher training, preparation and 
support (de Boer et al., 2011; Swain et al., 2012), class size (Anderson et al., 2007), 
teacher knowledge (Bullard, 2004) and teacher attitudes toward inclusion in general 
(Avramidis et al., 2000a) have all been found to impact on the attitude of teachers toward 
the inclusion of students in their regular education classrooms. The influence of teacher 
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attitudes on social inclusion (Chamberlain et al., 2007) has also been discussed. The 
researcher collated these identified features into four broad constructs, which formed the 
framework of the questionnaire developed for use in this study:  
1. attitudes toward inclusion 
2. teacher effectiveness 
3. academic climate 
4. social inclusion. 
The Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot (see Appendix A), was developed by the 
researcher to investigate teacher attitudes toward the social inclusion of students with 
Asperger Syndrome in their classes. An existing instrument designed to investigate attitude 
(Lambe & Bones, 2006) did not specifically consider this aspect of the research; however, 
did provide several, more general aspects of teacher attitudes, and as such was 
incorporated into the questionnaire (e.g., Items 1, 3, 4, 7). Questions from the Inclusion 
Survey of Van Reusen et al. (2000), that addressed general aspects of teacher attitudes 
were also included in the questionnaire (e.g., Items 2, 5, 6, 9, 11, 18). The remaining items 
of the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot were developed by the researcher to investigate the 
four constructs identified. 
The Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot utilised a semi-structured, non-participant 
questionnaire comprising 20 closed-question items answered on a Likert scale response 
format, and eight open-ended items that required a more detailed response to the major 
themes targeted within the research. As was highlighted by previous studies (e.g., 
Avramidis et al., 2000a), the use of a Likert response scale when measuring attitudes often 
results in an either/or response to questions, which does not allow for the ascertaining of 
possible underlying influencing factors of the responder. The addition therefore of several 
open-ended questions to the questionnaire allowed the researcher to elicit such underlying 
responses and clarify issues of interpretation, experience and provide some maintenance of 
face validity. Of the 20 closed-question items, eleven were weighted positively, with the 
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remaining nine negatively weighted. This was because “When constructing questionnaire 
items for a scale it is normal to mix up the direction of the statements to which people will 
respond” (DeVaus, 2002, p. 168). Prior to developing a composite score, items were 
reverse coded to ensure they were scored in the same direction. These responses were then 
combined to give a composite picture of the respondents’ attitudes.  
The Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot was presented in three sections, as set out in 
Table 3. The first section asked for demographic information and included the following: 
• Age 
• Gender 
• Years of teaching experience – both general and special education  
• Training in special education (if any) 
• Current professional capacity or position 
As shown in the table, Sections 2 and 3 of the questionnaire contained items that 
explored the four main constructs of this research. Section 2 consisted of the 20 survey 
items, which measured participant attitudes on the inclusion of students with special 
educational needs into regular education classrooms using the four-point response scale 
described earlier in this chapter. Of these 20 items, six measured teacher attitudes toward 
inclusion (items 3, 9, 11, 17, 19, 20), five measured teacher effectiveness (items 1, 2, 8, 10, 
12), five measured academic climate (items 4, 5, 6, 13, 15), and four measured social 
inclusion of students (items 7, 14, 16, 18). The teacher attitudes toward inclusion items 
assessed teachers’ theoretical and practical perceptions of the inclusion of students with 
special education needs into regular education classrooms. The teacher effectiveness items 
measured the level of confidence teachers had about having students with Asperger 
Syndrome in their classes and their professional knowledge in the area of Asperger 
Syndrome. The items investigating academic climate sought to explore teacher perceptions  
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Table 3  
Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot Items and Relationship to Constructs of the Research 
Construct Question Focus 
Questionnaire 
Section 2 
Item Number 
Section 3 
Item Number 
Teacher 
Effectiveness 
Knowledge of 
Asperger Syndrome.  
The use of peers in the 
classroom to support 
students with Asperger 
Syndrome. 
 
1, 2, 8, 10, 12 22, 25 
Attitudes toward 
inclusion 
School supports / 
regional supports 
available. 
 
3, 9, 11, 17, 19, 
20 
24 
Academic 
Climate How having a student identified with 
Asperger Syndrome in 
their classroom has 
affected their teaching. 
Awareness and 
understanding of The 
Disability Standards 
for Education 2005. 
 
4, 5, 6, 13, 15 27, 28 
Social Inclusion Social inclusion. 7, 14, 16, 18 23, 26, 29 
 
of the impact of the presence of students with Asperger Syndrome in their regular classes 
(Van Reusen et al., 2000), including the availability of support services and resources. The 
social inclusion items measured teacher attitudes and understanding of the social inclusion 
of students with Asperger Syndrome with their same aged peers in their regular education 
classrooms.  
The Disability Standards for Education (DSE) (2005) mandate that students with 
disabilities should be provided with education “on the same basis as” all other students 
(Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 2005, Part 2 Section 2.1). This 
legislation has an impact on how teachers perceive the presence of students with Asperger 
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Syndrome in their classroom and their provision of adjusted activities, both academic and 
social, to successfully include these students. For these reasons, items relating to the 
Disability Standards for Education (2005) (Commonwealth Attorney General’s 
Department, 2005) were included in the construct of academic climate.  
The third section of the questionnaire consisted of eight open-ended questions 
investigating teacher’s knowledge and understanding of the following:  
• social inclusion-definition, promotion within the classroom, factors which 
enhance socially inclusive opportunities; 
• inclusion–responsibilities in relation to DSE, support or resources necessary; 
• teaching-effective support for students with Asperger Syndrome, professional 
development needs. 
The questionnaire concluded with Item 30, which gave participants the opportunity 
to agree or disagree to being approached by the researcher for further discussion.  
3.4.1.1 Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot: Reliability and validity.  A social 
researcher needs the measures used to be reliable and valid (Bryman, 2004; De Vaus, 
2002; Neuman, 2006). That is to say that the consistency, dependability and the 
truthfulness of measures used allow a detailed exploration of the research constructs. The 
following discussion describes the reliability and validity of the questionnaire, Teacher 
Attitudes Survey - Pilot. 
Reliability issues within the questionnaire focused on equivalence or internal 
reliability or consistency. Internal reliability applies when the research uses multiple 
indicators or items to measure the same construct. It has been suggested that an 
instrument’s reliability is enhanced when using several indicators to measure the same 
construct (Neuman, 2006, Terwee et al., 2007). Bryman (2004) discusses when multiple 
items are aggregated to form an overall score, there exists the possibility that such 
indicators do not relate to the same thing, that is, they “lack coherence” (p. 71). It is critical 
therefore to test that the questions relating to individual constructs indeed are related to 
each other. For the pilot study, internal reliability was tested using Cronbach’s alpha. 
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Cronbach’s alpha, or coefficient alpha, measures “the extent to which item responses 
correlate with each other” (Shelby, 2011, p. 142). Following the release of an article in 
1951 by L. J. Cronbach titled ‘Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests’, the 
“presentation of coefficient alpha as an index of the internal consistency or reliability has 
become routine practice in virtually all psychological and social science research in which 
multiple-item measures of a construct are used” (Schmitt, 1996, p. 350). Cronbach’s alpha 
tests the extent to which scale items are similar and interrelated (Shelby, 2011) and 
calculates the average of all possible split-half reliability coefficients (Bryman, 2004, p. 
72). The alpha coefficient varies between 0, which denotes no internal reliability, to 1, 
which denotes perfect internal reliability.  
Sijtsma (2009) describes alpha as “a landmark for internal consistency” (p. 114) and 
admits, “probably no other statistic has been reported more often as a quality indicator of 
test scores” (p. 107). However, he and others caution the use of Cronbach’s alpha as the 
only reliability estimate. A number of researchers (e.g., Field, 2009; Schmidt, 1996; 
Shelby, 2011; Sijtsma, 2008) have noted their concerns regarding the assumption of 
Cronbach’s alpha as the sole means of determining reliability. Cronbach himself stated, 
“The alpha formula is one of several analyses that may be used to gauge the reliability of 
measurements” (Cronbach & Shavelson, 2004, p. 394). 
Issues surrounding Cronbach’s alpha as the sole estimate of reliability have been 
discussed by a number of researchers. Shelby (2011) points out how the number of survey 
questions impacts on the reliability coefficient. “Research has demonstrated that the 
reliability coefficients increase as the number of survey questions used in the scale 
increases” (2011, p. 143). She argues that simply following convention of what is 
considered an acceptable alpha, which is itself, a well-debated topic (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994), is a simplistic interpretation of Cronbach’s alpha and has the potential to 
be misleading. 
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A common criticism of alpha as the sole measure of reliability surrounds the 
synonymous use of internal consistency and homogeneity. Schmitt (1996) defines internal 
consistency as the interrelatedness of a set of items and homogeneity as the 
unidimensionality of the same set of items. He adds that “Internal consistency is certainly 
necessary for homogeneity, but it is not sufficient” (p. 350). Shelby (2011) weighs into this 
argument with her view that Cronbach’s alpha can be used to test the similarity and 
interrelatedness of items, but it doesn’t imply that scale is unidimensional. She concludes, 
“A set of scale items can have a high Cronbach’s alpha and still be multidimensional” (p. 
143).  
Despite these limitations of Cronbach’s alpha, it must be noted that it can reveal the 
average degree of interrelatedness of items (Sijtsma, 2009) and thus was deemed an 
appropriate measure of internal consistency for the pilot questionnaire. For the main study, 
however, with an awareness of the limitations of alpha, the researcher incorporated other 
analyses to test the internal reliability of the questionnaire. The use of factor analysis with 
the main phase data complemented Cronbach alpha as measures of internal reliability 
(Terwee et al., 2007). This decision aligns with the view of Cronbach himself who stated 
that his views had evolved and raised doubt as to “whether coefficient alpha is the best 
way of judging the reliability of the instrument to which it is applied” (Cronbach, 2004, p. 
393).  
A second principle of question design is that of validity. “A valid question is one that 
measures what we think it does” (DeVaus, 2002, p. 96). The types of validity addressed 
through the piloting of the questionnaire were content validity and construct validity 
(Terwee et al., 2007). Bryman (2004) argues, “at the very minimum, a researcher who 
develops a new measure should establish that it has face validity – that is, the measure 
apparently reflects the content of the concept in question” (p. 73). Piloting the survey with 
groups of mainstream teachers contributed to judgments regarding the content validity of 
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the Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot. This was achieved through asking members of the 
teaching community if the instrument did in fact reflect the attitude of teachers toward the 
social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. 
The measurement aim of the Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot was to predict the 
extent to which the constructs underpinning this research were comprehensively 
represented by the items on the survey (Kirschner & Guyatt, 1985). The four constructs, 
attitudes toward inclusion, teacher effectiveness, academic climate, and social inclusion, 
were measured as contributors toward to attitude of mainstream primary teachers. This 
target population were involved in the item selection as detailed previously.  Given the 
purposeful consideration to these aspects it was felt that content validity was positively 
addressed (Terwee et al., 2007).  
Due to the questionnaire having multiple questions based on the four identified 
constructs, construct validity was considered. Construct validity is defined as, “A type of 
measurement validity that uses multiple indicators which addresses the question: If the 
measure is valid, do the various indicators operate in a consistent manner?” (Neuman, 
2006, p. 194). By comparing the results of responses to specific questions from the 
questionnaire, and thus to particular constructs, with results of observations and interviews 
also addressing these constructs, an attempt was made to establish construct validity. Table 
4 presents the four constructs and the questionnaire items and interview questions asked to 
investigate them. Items relating to participant demographic information are also noted.  
Researchers cannot have absolute confidence about validity because constructs are 
abstract ideas not concrete observations. For this research, rules of correspondence were 
used in an attempt to link the conceptual definitions of the abstract constructs to specific 
indicators that measured these constructs. Neuman (2006) defines rules of correspondence 
as “logical statements of how an indicator corresponds to an abstract concept” (p. 185).  
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Table 4  
Questionnaire Items, Interview Questions and Identified Constructs 
Construct Questionnaire Item Number 
Teacher Interview 
Question 
Student Interview 
Question 
Teacher Effectiveness 1, 2, 8, 10, 12 1, 3 8, 9, 10, 11 
Attitudes toward 
inclusion 
3, 9, 11, 17, 19, 
20 
4 1, 22 
Academic Climate 4, 5, 6, 13, 15 2, 9, 10, 11, 12 3, 5, 12, 15 
Social Inclusion 7, 14, 16, 18 5, 6, 7, 8 7, 13, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 21 
Personal information   1, 2, 4, 14 
 
As discussed in Chapter 2, teacher attitudes are influenced by a range of factors, 
conceptualised for this research into the four constructs shown in Table 3. An underlying 
assumption of this research was that positive teacher attitudes would result in increased 
awareness and facilitation of socially inclusive opportunities for students with Asperger 
Syndrome. This conceptualisation of the relationship between constructs was tested using 
the questionnaire, interviews and observations, to “determine the degree of association 
between indicators” (Neuman 2006, p. 185). Participants’ agreement with a set of 
construct-specific questions was considered evidence that they held positive attitudes 
toward students with Asperger Syndrome and were aware of the need to promote socially 
inclusive opportunities for these students. The chapter continues with a discussion of the 
case study component of the research study.  
 
3.4.2 Preliminary case studies.  Following implementation of the pilot Teacher 
Attitudes Survey - Pilot, the next phase of the pilot study was undertaken. This next phase 
involved two case studies, each involving a teacher and a student participant, as well as a 
teacher interview, a student interview and observations of each. An overview of teacher 
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and student participants and the selection process has been detailed previously in this 
chapter.  
3.4.2.1 Teacher.  The researcher interviewed each teacher participant at a time 
and location of their choosing. Both teachers were the focus of three structured classroom 
observations using the EcoBehavioral Assessment Systems Software (EBASS) (Greenwood 
et al., 1993) conducted by the researcher, exploring the more visible constructs of attitude, 
skills and knowledge and teaching practice. Both teacher participants catered for a student 
with a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome in their class.  
3.4.2.2 Student.  The researcher interviewed each student participant to ascertain 
their perceptions surrounding social inclusion, teacher attitudes and specifically their 
perceived needs, strengths and thoughts about inclusion. Following this interview, student 
participants were observed three times in their classroom situation with the teacher in 
question using the Student Observation Schedule - Pilot. 
 
3.4.3 Interviews.  The purpose of the interviews was to obtain more detailed 
information around the constructs introduced in the questionnaire and to serve as a 
comparison for later classroom observations. Table 4 indicated the relationships between 
interview questions and the constructs of this research. The interviews were administered 
one-on-one, researcher to teacher/student, and followed a semi-structured, standardised, 
open-ended format. Unstructured interviewing “is used in an attempt to understand the 
complex behaviour of members of society without imposing a priori categorization that 
may limit the field of inquiry” (Fontana & Frey, 2000, p. 366). The interview with PCS1-T 
took 30 minutes, and the interview with PCS2-T took 70 minutes. Student interview 
duration times were 15 minutes for PCS1-S and 20 minutes for PCS2-S. Both teacher 
participants were asked the same set of questions, see Teacher Interview Schedule – Pilot 
(see Appendix B), and both student participants were asked the same questions, see 
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Student Interview Schedule – Pilot (see Appendix C). This standardised approach still 
allowed a degree of freedom and adaptability in obtaining information from the 
interviewee, but provided a greater focus than an unstructured, conversational approach.  
3.4.3.1 Teacher interview questions.  The 13 Teacher participant interview 
questions focused on eliciting information pertaining to individual opinions and values 
toward the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome, as well as determining levels of 
knowledge pertaining to Asperger Syndrome, support services and understanding of the 
Disability Standards for Education 2005 (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 
2005). An explanation of personal beliefs surrounding their pedagogy and teaching 
practice was also investigated.  
3.4.3.2 Student interview questions.  The 22 Student participant interview 
questions focused on obtaining information pertaining to their perceptions of inclusion, 
both at the school level and at the class level. Questions probing how much and what level 
of inclusive opportunity was actually wanted by individual students were asked. Finally, 
their perception of their relationship with their class teacher was investigated.  
3.4.3.3 Interview reliability and validity.  In qualitative research, the principles 
of reliability and validity are applied differently than in quantitative research (Guba & 
Lincoln, 1994). Reliability in interview research focuses upon consistency and 
dependability of a number of elements, yet acknowledges, “a strong emphasis on reliability 
may counteract creative innovations and variability” (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p 254). 
This study aimed to elicit individual, distinctive results through the established interview 
schedules, in an attempt to obtain authentic responses to those questions asked. This 
approach typifies qualitative research reliability in that “data collection is an interactive 
process in which particular researchers operate in an evolving setting and the setting’s 
context dictates using a unique mix of measures that cannot be repeated” (Neuman, 2006, 
p. 196).  
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Although validity means truth, in qualitative research one is more interested in the 
notion of authenticity. Authenticity means, “giving a fair, honest and balanced account of 
social life from the viewpoint of someone who lives it every day” (Neuman, 2006, p. 196). 
Bryman (2004) poses the notion of “trustworthiness and authenticity” (p. 273) as the 
primary criteria for validating qualitative studies. Trustworthiness consists of four criteria: 
credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability, each of which has an 
equivalent criterion in quantitative research. The comparison of data obtained through the 
interviews with those data obtained via observation served to establish the credibility of the 
findings. The in-depth, intensive case study approach produced a ‘thick description’ or rich 
account of details from which to make informed judgements about the transferability of 
findings.  
The researcher ensured all records and documentation were kept up to date 
throughout the research process. Each data record was time stamped, dated, and logged in 
a folder allocated to each stage of the study. Field notes were subjected to this same 
process. Dates of observations and interviews were recorded on a spreadsheet kept by the 
researcher. Each time a new set of data was recorded, its details were entered on this 
spreadsheet. This process audit maintained the dependability of the findings. 
Marshall and Rossman (2011) propose that, “research designs should include 
reflection on one’s identity and sense of voice and perspectives, assumptions and 
sensitivities” (p. 96). Yet researcher bias can influence the confirmability of findings and 
adversely impact the trustworthiness of a study. The personal position of the researcher has 
been discussed previously in Chapter 1. To the best of her knowledge, the researcher did 
not allow personal opinions or values to impact upon the conduct or direction of the 
research. The procedural audit of the study, discussed in the following section, ensured the 
researcher acted in good faith and was not swayed by personal belief or bias. The ethical 
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rigor followed by the researcher, supplemented by the meticulous management of data, 
ensured the conformability of findings.  
 
3.4.4 Observations.  Both teacher and student observations utilised a semi-
structured approach with each participant in their classroom, at a time of convenience to 
the teacher. The role of the researcher was of non-participant observer, sitting at a table at 
the back of the room. Each teacher was observed three times, as was each student 
participant. The total time of each observation for teacher participants was sixty minutes, 
broken into six, ten-minute observations spaced evenly throughout a two-hour morning 
teaching session. The total time of each observation for student participants were 90 
minutes, broken into three, 30-minute observations. Student observations also took place 
during the two-hour morning session, but on alternate days to the teacher observations. 
Observations were made on different days of the school week to allow for an increase in 
the reliability of findings. Following initial discussion with the teacher participants, a 
schedule of visits was developed by the researcher and agreed to by the teacher.  This 
schedule noted dates and times for each observation and interview. This schedule was 
adhered to for the duration of the pilot study. 
3.4.4.1 Teacher observation instrument.  There are many ways of observing and 
recording behaviour. For the purposes of this research, an interactive ecobehavioural 
coding system, EBASS, was used to observe teacher behaviour. The EcoBehavioral 
Assessment Systems Software (EBASS) explores the interactions between the environment 
and behaviour, both of the teacher and of the student. (Greenwood, Carta, Kamps & 
Delquadri, 1993).  
The eco-behavioural systems software (EBASS) developed by Greenwood et al. 
(1993) combines “ecological and behavioral process information in ways that provide a 
system for studying the covariation and relationship between these constructs in time” 
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(Greenwood, Carta, Kamps, Terry & Delquadri, 1994, p. 197). The EBASS contains three 
instruments widely used in special education research (Greenwood, Carta, Kamps & 
Arreaga-Mayer, 1990; Greenwood et al., 1994; Wallace et al., 2002; Watson et al., 2011). 
The three EBASS instruments are the Code for Instructional Structure and Student 
Academic Response (CISSAR), Ecobehavioral System for Complex Analyses of Preschool 
Environments (ESCAPE) and the Mainstream Version of CISSAR (MS-CISSAR). 
The inclusion of students with disabilities into mainstream classrooms prompted the 
development of an assessment tool that would account for the variability in student, 
teacher and educational setting (Kamps, Greenwood & Leonard, 1991). The MS-CISSAR, 
an extension of the CISSAR, was sensitive to both regular and special education ecologies. 
As the students who formed part of this research were identified with special education 
needs but were undertaking education in mainstream classrooms, the researcher deemed 
this instrument, with sensitivities to both areas, to be appropriate. The taxonomy of the 
MS-CISSAR is shown in Figure 4. For this research, the sub-categories of teacher 
definition and setting were not used as the teacher being observed was always the same 
(i.e., regular education teacher) and the setting was always a regular class.  
As can be seen from Figure 4, the MS-CISSAR consists of three main categories: 
student behaviours, teacher behaviours, and ecology, each with several sub-categories. 
Student behaviours have been organised into the sub-categories of academic responses, 
competing responses, and task management. Academic responses are student behaviours 
made directly in response to an academic task, command, or prompts and they reflect 
academic engagement (Greenwood et al., 1993). Task management responses are student 
behaviours that ‘enable’ the student to engage in academic tasks and competing responses 
are those behaviours that are unacceptable because they are against social conventions, 
classroom rules, and social conventions (Greenwood et al., 1993). A full list of definitions 
for each category of student behaviours can be found in Appendix D. 
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Teacher behaviours are categorised into five sub-categories: teacher behaviour, 
teacher focus, teacher definition, teacher position, and teacher approval. Teacher behaviour 
is the behaviour toward the target student at a given moment. Teacher focus codes the 
individual or group at whom the teacher is directing behaviour. Teacher definition provides 
a description of the person who is providing the most immediate cues to respond. In this 
research this person was always the classroom teacher and thus was not coded for. Teacher 
position codes the location of the teacher relative to the target student. Teacher approval 
codes evidence of both positive and negative teacher expression or the absence of such 
(Greenwood et al., 1993). A full list of definitions for each category of teacher behaviours 
can be found in Appendix E. 
The category of ecological events also consists of five sub-categories: setting, 
activity, task, physical arrangement, and instructional grouping.  Described by Greenwood 
et al. (1993), setting indicates the physical space or room in which the student is located. 
This sub-category was not coded, as the setting was always the regular classroom. Activity 
is defined as the subject matter being taught by the teacher to the class or group containing 
the target student. Task is the category used to describe the actual curriculum materials 
and/or media materials the target student is using to make an academic response during 
instruction. Physical arrangement is determined by the location of students in the 
classroom in relationship to each other. Finally, when coding for the instructional 
grouping, one refers to the method of instruction as defined by a combination of teacher 
interaction, activity, task, and the number of students involved in the same group as the 
target student. Appendix F contains the full list of definitions for each category of ecology. 
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Figure 4. Taxonomy of MS-CISSAR used to undertake observation of teacher and student interactions within classrooms. 
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For the purposes of scoring, each of the three categories was named an ‘interval’. 
Interval 1–ecology, Interval 2-teacher behaviours, and Interval 3-student behaviours. The 
interval scoring time for the MSCISSAR was 20 seconds. Thus, every 20 seconds a buzzer 
would emit from the computer as an indicator to the observer to score the sub-categories of 
that interval. In one minute of scoring, each of the three categories would be scored. This 
scoring cycle continued for ten minutes at which time the observer rested for one minute, 
during which time no data were recorded, then reset the computer for the next ten-minute 
cycle. This process was followed for each of the six, 10-minute observations that were 
made each day for three days. For each teacher observation the researcher prepared the 
observation space and the computer in the classroom prior to the students entering. 
Earphones were used so as to not distract the students when the buzzer went off. No 
interaction was had with any of the students in either of the two classrooms during the 
observational visits. 
 
3.4.4.2 Student observation instrument.  The focus of observations for student 
participants was around the observable behaviours of inclusion, social interaction, peer 
interaction and response to teacher behaviours. An observation schedule based on the 
model of social interaction developed by Doble and Magill-Evans (1992) was used to 
record these behaviours. Doble and Magill-Evans (1992) defined social skills as 
“behaviours or actions that enable the communication of personal needs and intentions to 
others, and the ability to respond to the messages of others in a competent manner” (p. 
141). As an individual is not a fixed, unchanging entity, they can be influenced by the 
environments in which they find themselves. Thus, by using the terms of reference 
postulated in this interaction model, the researcher recorded the social engagements of the 
target student in the class using four enactment skills of social interaction: acknowledging 
skills, sending skills, timing skills, and coordinating skills.  
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Acknowledging skills are used to “communicate that one is listening to or 
acknowledging the comments and actions of a social partner” (Doble & Magill-Evans, 
1992, p. 147). These skills can include: looking or gazing at the social partner, moving 
closer or touching, gesturing toward partner or verbalising agreement. Acknowledgement 
of a social partner is considered to be a fundamental skill of social competency. Sending 
skills can be both verbal and non-verbal and are used to send both informational and 
affective messages to a social partner. Timing skills refer to “an individual’s ability to 
choose the right moment to respond to messages from a social partner, without interrupting 
or hesitating for too long” (Englund, Bernspang, & Fisher, 1995, p. 18). Interrupting a 
social partner and the inability to speak clearly and without hesitation indicate a partner 
who is less socially competent. The final component skill area is that of coordinating skills, 
the ability to coordinate individual messages with those of their social partner, all the while 
responding appropriately to the demands of the environment. Examples of coordinating 
skills include: building on partner’s prior social messages, using appropriate strategies to 
catch partner’s attention, assuming the correct position for the social situation and 
matching the langue used by the social partner. The interval categories and component 
skills used in the Student Observation Schedule are reported in Table 5. A full list of 
definitions of each component skill area can be found in Appendix G. 
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Table 5 
 Interval Categories for Student Observation Schedule 
Interval 1: 
Acknowledging 
Skills 
Interval 2: 
Sending Skills 
Interval 3: 
Timing Skills 
Interval 4: 
Coordinating Skills 
Turns 
Looks  
Confirms 
Touches 
Greets 
Answers 
Questions 
Complies 
Encourages 
Extends 
Clarifies 
Sets limits 
Thanks 
Concludes 
Times response 
Speaks fluently 
Takes turns 
Times duration 
Completes 
Approaches 
Places self 
Assumes position 
Matches language 
Discloses 
Express emotion 
 
It is not enough to simply record whether the behaviour or action occurs since the 
skill level with which the participant demonstrates the behaviour or action is also required. 
For this reason, the following scale was used to describe the occurrence of the enactment 
skills of social interaction (Englund et al., 1995, p. 20). 
1. Deficit – performance disrupting social interaction/opportunity 
2. Ineffective - performance disturbing social interaction/opportunity 
3. Questionable - performance not supporting social interaction/opportunity 
4. Competent - performance facilitating social interaction/opportunity  
As with the teacher observations, student observation took place in the classroom. 
Again, the researcher sat at the back of the classroom, as a non-participant observer and 
scored the behaviours of the target student using the prescribed Student Observation 
Schedule - Pilot (see Appendix H). Each 30-minute observation was scored at one-minute 
intervals against each of the behaviours of the four enactment skills of social interaction 
described previously. Recording consisted of a tick in the interval column against any 
listed behaviour or action observed at each minute followed by a number from one to four 
describing the quality of the behaviour or action. 
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Notes were also recorded on the observation schedule when required to give clarity 
or explanation to the interval observation. For example, when observing PCS2-S, at minute 
two a tick was placed in the column against the acknowledging skill ‘looks’ and the 
number three written next to it. Using the scale above, one could tell the student looked 
and this action did not support any social interaction or opportunity. The comment ‘looks 
at teacher while instruction given’ in the notes column provided context to the student’s 
action and records details for the researcher which may be forgotten at a later date. Once 
observations were finished, the researcher packed away all equipment and left the 
classroom. 
In the interests of this research, only engagement in the classroom was investigated. 
Playground interaction and other social engagement occurring outside of the classroom 
was not observed or recorded as part of this research as it was deemed that these social 
encounters were out of the direct control or facilitation of the class teacher, and therefore 
difficult to determine the impact of teacher attitudes upon these interactions.  
3.4.4.3 Observation reliability and validity.  There are a number of problems 
when using survey research to study social behaviour. Bryman (2004) identifies problems 
of meaning, omission, memory, social desirability, interviewer characteristics and question 
threat when conducting survey research. Thus, when considering these problems, the 
researcher decided to include direct observation as a supplement to the data obtained 
through the survey process. 
McCall (1984) concluded, “when compared to interviews and questionnaires, 
structured observation provided: more reliable information about events; greater precision 
regarding timing, frequency, and duration; greater accuracy in the ordering of variables; 
and, more accurate and economical reconstructions of large-scale social episodes” (p. 277). 
As the researcher undertook all observations, the issue of inter-observer consistency arose. 
In an attempt to address this, the researcher undertook training with the developers of the 
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Ecobehavioral Assessment Systems Software (EBASS) (Greenwood et al., 1993) at the 
University of Kansas. This training entailed coding a number of different classroom 
observations alongside an experienced user of the EBASS, comparison of observer ratings, 
followed by a discussion of differences with reference to the definitions and recording 
criteria provided in the EBASS manual (Greenwood, Carta, Kamps & Delquadri, 1997). 
This training process was deemed to address the requirements of consistency between 
observers. The researcher completed a number of these training scenarios before 
undertaking observations in the classroom.  
This training of the EBASS software also addressed the issue of observation validity 
in that the researcher followed the research instrument and its instructions exactly as they 
were intended, thus reducing any error in implementation. Prior to undertaking 
observations the researcher visited the classroom several times and ‘sat in’ on lessons. This 
addressed the issue of the “reactive effect” (Bryman, 2004, p. 174) in which people adjust 
their behaviour when they know they are being observed. These two elements of validity 
were considered throughout each observation processes.  
 
3.5 Ethics 
Most research undertakings require measures to be implemented that minimise the 
risk of harm to both participants and researcher (O’Toole & Beckett, 2010). Marshall and 
Rossman (2011) state that explicit discussion of the ethical principles underpinning any 
study are central to its establishment of trustworthiness. “For any inquiry project, ethical 
research practice is grounded in the moral principles of respect for persons, beneficence, 
and justice” (Marshall & Rossman, 2011, p. 47). They argue that these ethical principles, 
however, are often reduced to matters of obtaining informed consent. A researcher’s 
ethical engagement must move beyond the procedural to the establishment of ethical 
relationships that protect the privacy, safety and confidentiality of participants.  
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This study underwent the ethics approvals process of the University of Sydney 
Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) and the NSW State Education Research 
Approval Process (SERAP). Participant information statements and participant consent 
forms for parents/guardians, teachers and Principals were reviewed by HREC and SERAP, 
as was the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot, the Teacher Interview Schedule - Pilot and the 
Student Interview Schedule - Pilot. Following approval from both HREC (see Appendix I) 
and NSW SERAP (see Appendix J) data collection began. 
Participant information statements and consent forms were distributed to all 
participants prior to data collection. Prior to administration of the Teacher Attitudes Survey 
– Pilot, all teacher participants were issued with a Teacher Participant Information 
Statement – Survey (Teacher PIS-Survey) (see Appendix K), which addressed the ethical 
responsibilities toward participants (De Vaus, 2002; Marshall & Rossman, 2011). 
Voluntary participation, informed consent, no harm, confidentiality, anonymity, privacy 
and the right to withdraw at any time without penalty were all clearly detailed within the 
Teacher PIS - Survey. The Teacher PIS – Survey stated that completion of the survey 
indicated consent, thus removing the need for a signed consent form. 
Prior to the interviews, teacher participants and their Principals were issued a 
Participant Information Statement - Interview (see Appendix L) detailing ethical 
requirements and consent procedures. All participants then signed a consent form, 
Teacher/Principal Consent Form, agreeing to be part of the case study stage of the pilot 
study, with the teachers agreeing to be audio taped as part of data collection (see Appendix 
M). Parents for both student participants were issued with a Participant Information 
Statement - Student (see Appendix N) detailing ethical considerations for their child and 
consent procedures. Student participants were asked if they wanted to participate in the 
interviews. Following their assent, parents then gave written consent for their child to be 
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observed and interviewed by the researcher as part of the pilot study with consent to 
audiotape their child’s responses (see Consent Form - Student , Appendix O).  
 
3.6 Pilot Study Procedure 
The following section provides an overview of the procedure followed in the 
implementation of pilot phase of this study. A visual representation of the Pilot phase 
procedure is shown in Figure 5. 
 
3.6.1 Questionnaire.  The initial phase of the research began with a pilot study to 
test the integrity and technical features of the questionnaire developed for the study. The 
Teacher Attitude Survey - Pilot was designed to identify attitudes in teachers that supported 
the social success for students with a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome, placed in regular 
education classrooms in NSW schools. The questionnaire was administered to 90 regular 
education teachers chosen from a cohort of Master of Education, day and evening students 
currently enrolled at the University of Sydney and a group of regular education primary 
teachers from a school in Western Sydney. 
The researcher undertook the initial distribution of the pilot Teacher Attitudes Survey 
- Pilot with the group of 68 Master of Education teachers. The teachers were given the 
questionnaire at the beginning of their classes by the researcher. They were told that the 
researcher was undertaking research investigating mainstream teacher attitudes toward 
students with Asperger Syndrome. They were asked to complete the questionnaire as part 
of a pilot group whose purpose was to critique the design of the survey, the questions 
asked and to provide feedback to the researcher. Questionnaires were distributed and were 
handed back to the researcher when completed. 
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Figure 5. A visual representation of the procedure followed in implementing the Pilot 
phase of the study.  
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A copy of the pilot Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot was sent to a colleague of the 
researcher, Sandra* who had an interest in the research and who had volunteered to 
administer the survey to the 22 staff at her school. Sandra made copies of the questionnaire 
for the staff and distributed it to them at a weekly staff meeting. These teacher participants 
were told the questionnaire was part of a research project of a colleague and their feedback 
to the questionnaire would assist in her colleague’s research. The staff then returned their 
completed questionnaires to Sandra who posted them back to the researcher.   
 
3.6.2 Preliminary case studies.   
3.6.2.1 Interviews.  Interviews were conducted at participant’s schools at a time 
of convenience to both the Teacher and the Student. Both participants in each school were 
interviewed on the same day. PCS1-T was interviewed during her release time off class, in 
an office in the administration block while PCS1-S was interviewed in his classroom at the 
beginning of the lunch break whilst the other students were eating their lunch outside. 
PCS2-T was interviewed after school in his classroom and PCS2-S was released from class 
to be interviewed in a private play area outside of the classroom. For both student 
interviews the classroom teacher always maintained line of sight of the student and 
researcher, yet was out or earshot of the student’s responses.  
Both teacher interviews and PCS1-S student interviews were audio-taped and 
transcribed verbatim to allow for the keeping of an accurate account of responses, to record 
incidental information and to identify major themes in terms of the constructs underlying 
the research. All participants were asked at the beginning of the interview if they agreed to 
be audio-taped. It was at this time of consent that student PCS2-S asked not to be recorded. 
It is hypothesised that PCS2-S declined to be audiotaped as he had a stutter and had 
admitted to his teacher to being quite self-conscious about this. The researcher thus wrote 
down his responses to the interview questions in real time.  
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3.6.2.2 Observations.  Observations took place in the classroom of the targeted 
participants at a time of their convenience, which both teacher participants nominated as 
the first teaching block of the day. The role of the researcher was of non-participant 
observer, sitting at a table at the back of the room with a computer to record behaviours 
using the EBASS for teacher participants, and a clipboard with copied observation 
schedules to record the behaviours of each student participant. Details of teacher 
observations were described in Section 3.4.4.1 in accordance with the MS-CISSAR 
interval categories shown in Table 6. Student observations were outlined previously in 
Section 3.4.4.2.  
 
Table 6 
 Interval Categories of MS-CISSAR 
Interval 1: 
Ecology 
Interval 2: 
Teacher Behaviours 
Interval 3: 
Student Behaviours 
• Setting* 
• Activity 
• Task 
• Physical Arrangement 
• Instructional Grouping 
• Teacher Definition* 
• Teacher Behaviour 
• Teacher Approval 
• Teacher Focus 
• Teacher Position 
• Academic Responding 
• Task Management 
• Competing Response 
* denotes category not observed 
This chapter has introduced the methodology that has underpinned the pilot study. 
The chapter has provided the reader with an overview of the research design, reasons for 
conducting a pilot study and a detailed discussion of the participants involved and 
measures developed for this research study. The process of implementation of the pilot 
phase concluded the chapter. Results of the pilot study will be presented and implications 
for the main phase of the research discussed in the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Pilot Study 
All research requires planning. It is during this planning phase “the researcher 
anticipates alternative explanations or threats to internal validity and how to avoid them, 
develops a well-organised system for recording data, and pilot-tests any apparatus that will 
be used in the study” (Neuman, 2006, p. 267). The previous chapter introduced the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot, the interview schedule and observational instruments 
designed to investigate teacher and student awareness of and attitude toward the social 
inclusion of students diagnosed with Asperger Syndrome. In order to validate these 
measures developed for this research, a pilot study was undertaken.  
The decision to undertake a pilot study was made for several reasons, detailed for the 
reader in Chapter 3. The following chapter presents a summary of the results of the pilot 
study. Results from the Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot are discussed, followed by the 
results from the two case studies. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the 
subsequent implications for instrument refinement and recommendations for the main 
phase of the study. 
 
4.1 Pilot Study Results: Teacher Attitudes Survey 
This section begins with the presentation of the results of one of the instruments, the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot, reporting both the quantitative results of the questionnaire 
Likert response items and the qualitative responses to the open-ended questions.  
The Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot consisted of three sections: six initial questions 
seeking demographic information; 20 Likert response items which sought participant 
response to a series of statements about their attitude toward and knowledge of Asperger 
Syndrome, their understanding of social inclusion, and the academic climate in which they 
  105 
were working; and, a third section consisting of eight open-ended questions which asked 
for a more detailed response to these constructs, and two items requiring a yes/no response. 
Responses to the first 26 questions were coded prior to analysing the questionnaire 
data. The six introductory demographic questions were coded from 0 upwards, to 
correspond with the number of unique responses given. For example, Question 1 asks for 
gender, with possible responses being male (coded 0) or female (coded 1). Question 6, 
however, asks for current employment position. Responses to this question were coded 
from no response (coded 0) through to retraining teacher (coded 14) for all possible 
options. 
For the twenty Likert response items, each answer category was given a designated 
code number. The eleven positively weighted items (2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, 20) 
were coded: Strongly Agree – 3, Agree – 2, Disagree – 1, Strongly Disagree – 0. The nine 
negatively weighted items (1, 3, 4, 10, 13, 15, 17, 18, 19) were coded: Strongly Agree – 0, 
Agree – 1, Disagree – 2, Strongly Disagree – 3. Before analysis began, the data were 
‘cleaned’ to check for illegal code values and invalid responses. Reasons for deletion 
included: 
• omitting a response (coded 999)  
• giving two or more responses to an individual item (coded 888) 
• commenting on the item rather than providing a response (coded 777). 
Although these particular invalid item responses were deleted from the statistical 
analysis procedure, they contributed to the restructuring of the final questionnaire and will 
be discussed later in this chapter. The cleaning process, a ‘listwise deletion based on all 
variables in the procedure’ (SPSS Output), resulted in 90 questionnaires (n = 90) being 
used in the analysis of the Likert response items.  
The data software used, SPSS Version 21.0, is a computer software program that 
uses quantitative data to perform a range of statistical analysis functions. SPSS is “very 
sensitive to outliers; that is, values that are well below or well above the other scores” 
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(Pallant, 2010, p. 43), hence the need to soundly cleanse the data to remove extraneous 
variables. Codes from completed, valid questionnaires were entered, cleansed, and a 
number of analyses were undertaken.  
 
4.1.1 Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot: Demographic data.  An initial 
descriptive analysis of the data was done on a variable-by-variable basis, with item 
analysis of key variables. Frequency distributions were used to summarise and represent 
the demographic data obtained from the questionnaire. Table 7 shows a majority of female 
participants (n = 70) compared to male participants (n = 17). Of the total respondents, 
approximately 60% have less than ten years teaching experience in general education 
settings, 15% have between ten and fifteen years general teaching experience and 25% 
have more than fifteen years of general education teaching experience. The responses for 
male participants were evenly spread across these options, but almost 50% of female 
respondents indicated they had less than 5 years general education teaching experience. 
When reporting their special education teaching experience, 53% of total respondents 
indicated they had no experience in this area, with a further 43% indicating experience of 
less than 5 years.  
The majority of participants, 75%, responded as having a four-year Primary teaching 
degree, a secondary teaching degree, or a Bachelor of Arts degree with a Diploma in 
Education. In contrast, almost 93% of respondents indicated they had no special education 
qualifications. Finally, as was expected due to the purposeful sample selection, 88% of 
participants were currently employed across a variety of teaching positions.  
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Table 7 
Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot demographic information 
Factor  Male Female Total 
Age 22-30 6 31 37 
31-40 5 16 21 
41-50 4 12 16 
51+ 2 11 13 
Missing   3 
TOTAL  17 70 90 
Teaching 
experience 
general 
education 
<5 years 4 32 36 
5-10 years 4 12 16 
10-15 years 4 9 13 
15+ years 5 17 22 
Missing   3 
TOTAL  17 70 90 
Teaching 
experience 
special 
education 
None 11 35 46 
< 5 years 5 32 37 
5-10 years 0 2 2 
10-15 years 0 1 1 
15+ years 0 0 0 
Missing   4 
TOTAL  16 70 90 
 
Qualifications 
general 
education 
Bachelor of Arts 
(Diploma in Education) 5 6 11 
Bachelor of Education 
(Primary) 3 33 36 
Graduate Diploma in 
Education 1 3 4 
Bachelor of Education 
(Early Childhood) 3 11 14 
Secondary Education 1 0 1 
Bachelor of Teaching 
(Early Childhood) 0 5 5 
Diploma in Teaching 0 1 1 
Overseas qualification 0 3 3 
Master of Education 2 1 3 
Bachelor of Teaching 0 2 2 
Bachelor of Education 
(Honours) 0 1 1 
Bachelor of Arts / 
Bachelor of Education 5 6 11 
None 3 33 36 
Missing   9 
TOTAL  15 66 90 
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Table 7 (cont.) 
Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot demographic information 
Factor  Male Female Total 
     
Qualifications 
special 
education 
None 14 62 76 
Certificate in Special 
Education/Learning 
Difficulties 
0 1 1 
Diploma in Special 
Education/ 0 4 4 
Diploma in Remedial 
Education 0 1 1 
Missing   8 
TOTAL  14 68 90 
 No response provided 4 7 11 
Temporary Class Teacher 0 3 3 
Special Education 
Teacher 0 2 2 
Co-ordinator 0 1 1 
Student 0 2 2 
Casual Teacher 2 4 6 
Secondary School 
Teacher 1 6 7 
Learning Support Teacher 0 5 5 
Part Time Teacher 0 1 1 
Consultant 1 1 2 
Primary School Teacher 6 23 29 
Opportunity Class  
Teacher 0 1 1 
Other 0 1 1 
Retraining Teacher 3 14 17 
Missing   2 
TOTAL  17 71 90 
 
4.1.2 Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot: Likert response items.  The second 
section of the questionnaire, the twenty Likert response items, were firstly analysed to test 
the internal reliability of the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot. Using SPSS, the Cronbach 
Alpha was reported at -.117. An analysis of individual subscales indicated alpha in the 
range of -.029 to .062). This negative result was interpreted to indicate a negative average 
covariance among the items. This score indicated poor internal reliability (Bryman, 2004; 
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Sijtsma, 2009). Thus, it was evident the items needed to be screened for wording and 
correct coding prior to use in the main phase.  
The mean response of each item was then examined to determine those participants 
that gave a significant response. This was followed by an investigation to explain such 
significance. Of the 20 items, all but two returned a mean score of between 1.00 and 2.00. 
This indicated that most respondents were neither agreeing nor disagreeing with the 
statements and the earlier decision of the researcher to attempt to force them into either 
response was not successful. Literature reports that in order for participants to specify their 
level of agreement to statements, a mid-point or neutral position must be available (de 
Winter & Dodou, 2010). Thus, to “avoid artificially creating a directional opinion” (de 
Vaus, 2002, p. 106) the introduction of a midpoint in the Likert response scale was 
required. The use of a 5-point scale thus reflected that used in previous studies 
investigating teacher attitudes (Avramidis et al., 2000a; Avramidis et al., 2000b; Lambe & 
Bones, 2006).  
The two items that gave significant responses were Item 4 and Item 10. Item 4 stated: 
‘A teacher should be concerned with educational issues and not be expected to deal with 
pupils’ emotional and behavioural problems’ and was weighted negatively. The mean 
score of this item was 2.40 indicating that most respondents ‘disagree’ to ‘strongly 
disagree’ with this statement. This response supported the assumptions of this study; that 
teachers are aware of their pupils’ social/emotional needs as well as their academic needs, 
and it would therefore have been a good question to keep. However, the researcher 
considered why this particular item scored so high whilst other items addressing academic 
climate did not. The wording of the item highlighted a possible reason for this. The 
statement used the term ‘a teacher’ which was not personally indicative of the respondent 
and could have been inferred to mean any teacher and not the participant themselves, 
whereas the other questions investigating academic climate used terms such as ‘my class’, 
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‘I feel’ and ‘my knowledge’. Respondents therefore, could have given a more positive, yet 
less authentic response of their predisposition, thinking they were responding to a more 
generic statement about what teachers should do, rather than commenting on their own 
beliefs or practice. This error in wording highlighted the need to screen for consistency of 
language throughout the questionnaire.  
The second item that scored a significant response was Item 10, which stated: ‘I feel 
that special education teachers can best meet the needs of students who require significant 
adjustments to the curriculum’. This item was also weighted negatively. The mean score 
for this item was 0.88. This indicated that respondents scored between ‘agree’ and 
‘strongly agree’ for this statement, which conveyed their belief that special educators were 
better at adjusting the curriculum for students than general education teachers. This 
statement was one of five in the questionnaire designed to investigate teacher 
effectiveness, an indication of teacher attitudes toward the inclusion of pupils with special 
education needs in their class. Based on this result, it would seem that teacher attitudes 
toward supporting students with Asperger Syndrome is less than positive.  
An underpinning assumption of this research was, that as proponents of inclusion, 
teachers would be confident in meeting the individual needs of students in their class. 
Chapter 2 discussed the factors that influence teacher attitudes. These factors include but 
are not confined to: exposure to and experience with students who have a range of special 
education needs (Moberg 2003), the type and severity of disability of students (Avramidis 
et al., 2000a; Mazurek & Winzer, 2011), smaller class size (Anderson et al., 2007; de Boer 
et al., 2011) and opportunities for professional development (Lindsay et al., 2014, Segall & 
Campbell, 2014).  
The very strong mean score for Item 10 validated its inclusion in the final version of 
the questionnaire, but led to a question of item positioning within the questionnaire. The 
researcher chose to move this item to the beginning of the questionnaire, given its strong 
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response and the feedback from the original item one. Respondents’ comments written on 
the actual survey reported on the confrontational tone of Item 1 which stated: ‘I am 
concerned I will not have the skills required to teach special education students in an 
inclusive setting’. Respondents noted, it “makes me feel unskilled” (Participant 
Identification ID 27) and “a little negative” (ID 62). Given this feedback, and the report of 
de Vaus (2002) that “Intrusive and sensitive questions can produce a non-response in 
respondents” (p. 97), the assignment of questions throughout the survey was rearranged to 
provide a positive first encounter with the Likert response items rather than a confronting 
statement, as was the case in the pilot. 
Statistical analysis gave rise to a further item warranting investigation. Item 16 
returned a mean score of 1.60 - fairly neutral - but with a standard deviation of 1.115. 
Respondents’ scores for this item fluctuated across the entire response scale. Item 16 
stated: ‘Social inclusion is much more than playing or being present in the same 
playground as mainstream children’. The underpinning construct for this item was social 
inclusion, but the wording of the item merely alluded to the properties of this construct 
rather than clearly stating them. Following analysis, the statement was deemed to be too 
vague. Thus clearer illustrations of the social inclusion construct needed to be added to 
the main phase questionnaire.  
The next step of statistical analysis looked at inter-item correlations, “an 
investigation of the association or relationships between variables” (Field, 2009, p. 167). 
Results from an inter-item correlation matrix revealed several correlations were significant, 
that is, they returned an inter-item correlation greater than 0.5. The correlation between 
Items 3 and 4 was positive at 0.616. Item 3 read: ‘Having pupils with diverse special 
education needs in my classroom is unfair to other pupils who may be held back’ and Item 
4 stated: ‘A teacher should be concerned with educational issues and not be expected to 
deal with pupils’ emotional and behavioural problems’. Both items were negatively 
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weighted and supported similar elements of their specific constructs. A strong correlation 
between them was therefore expected. Similarly, Items 9 and 20 scored a positive 
correlation of 0.517. Both items were elements of the construct, academic climate, and 
requested responses to statements about special education policy and legislation so that 
correlation between them was expected to be significant.  
Other significant inter-item correlations, however, posed questions for the researcher. 
Item 8 and Item 16 returned the most significant correlation of 0.682. Item 8 stated: ‘I 
demonstrate appropriate instructional practice toward special education students in my 
class’ and was a positively weighted element of the construct of teacher effectiveness. Item 
16 stated: ‘Social inclusion is much more than playing or being present in the same 
playground as mainstream children’ and was also weighted positively but was an element 
of the social inclusion construct. There appeared to be no research support to suggest a 
relationship between the two statements and yet they returned a significant positive 
correlation.  
Further, Items 9 and 14 correlated positively with a score of 0.516. Item 9 read: 
‘Regular education teachers are informed about special education laws’ and was an 
element of the attitudes toward inclusion construct. Item 14 stated: ‘The training I received 
at University was adequate in preparing me to develop and promote social inclusion 
within a mainstream school’. This item was an element of the social inclusion construct. 
Both items were positively weighted, but this was the extent of their commonality. These 
results led to an investigation of the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot to identify possible 
causes for these inconsistencies.  
Wording proved to be a confounding factor in statement design. For example, Item 6 
stated: ‘The inclusion of special education students affects the learning climate of my 
classroom’. Feedback from participants asked for clarification of the word ‘affects’. Did it 
mean affect positively or negatively?  (ID 13). Either interpretation of the word would be 
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acceptable, making the item impossible to weigh either positively or negatively. A second 
example of poor wording was Item 11 that stated: ‘Special education students behave like 
regular education students’. Feedback from respondents indicated confusion with the word 
‘behave’. For example, respondent 77 circled this word on the survey and wrote, “What 
does this mean?” Thus, greater clarity of terms/the removal of ambiguous terms for 
participant understanding was needed for the main phase questionnaire item statements.  
The detailed deconstruction of the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot revealed a 
number of embarrassing errors in statement construction. For example, Item 4 stated: ‘A 
teacher should be concerned with educational issues and not be expected to deal with 
pupils’ emotional and behavioural problems’. Further, Item 20 read: ‘I consider myself to 
be knowledgeable in the areas of special education policy and legislation and the 
Disability Standards for Education 2005’. Rather than asking participants to respond to 
one statement, these items contained two and three factors respectively, any of which could 
be answered independently. Obtaining valid responses to these items was not possible. 
Thus, in order to maintain unambiguous and useful questions for participants, the use of 
these double-barrelled questions needed to be avoided (de Vaus, 2002).  
The final and perhaps most significant issues surrounding wording in the second 
section of the questionnaire were the lack of person-first language, and the omission in all 
but three of the twenty questions of the use of the term, Asperger Syndrome. The use of 
person-first language when discussing disability is critical to the promotion of an inclusive 
culture. Armstrong et al. (2011), propose that “According to the Social Model of Disability 
a person’s impairment is not the cause of disability, but rather disability is the result of the 
way society is organised, which disadvantages and excludes people with impairments” (p. 
30). 
 Several items in the pilot questionnaire used the term ‘special education student’ 
rather than ‘a student with special education needs’. Rather than simply making this 
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change to person-first language in the revised questionnaire, the researcher chose to 
remediate the absence of the term Asperger Syndrome and used this term to replace all 
instances of reference to students with special education needs. Previous studies (Dedrick, 
Marfo, & Harris, 2007) have reported that altering the referent (e.g., ‘students with special 
education needs’ to ‘students with Asperger Syndrome’) has little effect on the scale’s 
psychometric properties so this replacement was deemed appropriate. The focus of all 
items thus became students with Asperger Syndrome. 
 
4.1.3 Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot: Open-end questions.  The third and 
final section of the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot consisted of ten items, eight open-
ended questions and two questions with a yes/no response. An initial screening of the 
original 90 participant responses found ten questionnaires with no written responses to the 
final ten questions, thus 80 questionnaires were used for analysis. These more qualitative 
questions were designed firstly, to gather more detailed teacher responses to the constructs 
underpinning this research and secondly, to provide greater access to emergent themes 
regarding attitude and regarding perception of key terms and their understandings. 
One of the yes/no questions asked if the respondent was willing to be approached by 
the researcher to discuss their responses. Fifty percent of respondents indicated they would 
be prepared to discuss their responses and provided their contact details for follow-up 
discussion with the researcher. Given the constraints of the thesis, no follow-up was 
undertaken with willing respondents at this time. 
The other yes/no question (Item 21) asked if the respondent currently had a student 
with Asperger Syndrome in their class. Sixteen participants circled ‘yes’, and moved on to 
Item 22. The remaining participants moved on to Item 23 and continued to answer the rest 
of the questions from that point.  
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A surface content analysis was made of the responses to the remaining eight 
questions. The purpose of this analysis was to hypothesise inferences about the data that 
could be substantiated using other methods. In this case, key themes were drawn from the 
questionnaire open-ended responses, which were then used to provide a framework for the 
discussion arising from results of the case studies.  
Item 22 asked respondents to report what preparations they undertook prior to the 
student arriving in their classroom. Five respondents did not fill in a response and two 
more wrote “nothing” (ID 71) or “none” (ID 52). The remaining nine questionnaire 
responses reported a variety of preparation strategies. These strategies fell into two 
categories; those that were self- initiated by the teacher and those provided by external 
services. Self-initiated preparation strategies included: speaking with parents, carers, 
previous teachers and therapists; obtaining and/or developing various resources, such as 
social stories; reading student files; visiting the students’ previous setting; and reading 
about Asperger Syndrome.  Participants identified two externally provided preparation 
strategies: educational assessments and attendance at professional development.  
All preparation strategies reported were either initiated by the teacher or requested by 
them. Given that the framework of this study centres on relationships between participants 
in the student’s educational environment, in order to provide a comprehensive picture of 
the academic climate construct, the researcher felt it was necessary to elicit responses that 
provided insight into the strategies a whole-school community undertook when preparing 
to support a student with Asperger Syndrome. Consideration thus needed to be given as to 
how best obtain this information.  
A range of responses were given to Item 23, which asked participants to list what 
they believed were the three most important factors to promote social inclusion for 
students with Asperger Syndrome. A majority of participants listed the required three 
responses, with a small number, 18 participants, listing less than three. The accuracy of 
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number and diversity of responses indicated the suitability of the question for inclusion in 
the main phase of the research.  
Analysis of responses to Item 24, “I consider the requirements of the Disability 
Standards for Education (2005) when planning for students with Asperger Syndrome” 
proved noteworthy. Of the 80 questionnaires used in analysis, 14 participants gave no 
response and left this item blank. Of the remaining 66 questionnaires, 45 gave responses 
such as: “do not know”, “no idea” “unaware”, and “have not viewed that policy”, which 
indicated almost 75% of participants had no knowledge of the Disability Standards for 
Education (2005) (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 2005). Previous 
discussion has highlighted the importance of teacher knowledge of the Disability Standards 
for Education (2005) to the academic climate construct. Thus, despite the limited response, 
the decision was made to keep this question for the main phase questionnaire but change 
the wording from ‘students with disabilities’ to ‘students with Asperger Syndrome’.  
Participant responses to Items 25 and 26 of the Teacher Attitudes Survey elicited a 
range of answers expected by the researcher.  Responses to Item 25, which asked about 
changes to their teaching practice when supporting a student with Asperger Syndrome, 
ranged from: “I have never seen a student with Asperger Syndrome” (ID 34) and “none” 
(ID 55), to an extensive response which demonstrated an understanding of the specific 
needs of a student with Asperger Syndrome, for example, “visual timetabling, guided 
transition, short lessons, pace of lessons is active, access to sensory stimulus needed for 
settling, timeout area access for student self-regulation” (ID 63). All responses 
demonstrated an understanding of the question so it was included unchanged in the main 
phase questionnaire. Similarly for Item 26, respondents provided a range of responses 
outlining how they fostered or promoted social inclusion in their classrooms and so the 
question was also kept for the main phase questionnaire.  
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Item 27 asked participants to comment on “What resources from a school or systems 
level do you feel are required to assist in the positive inclusion of students with Asperger 
Syndrome into your regular class?” Responses to this question were varied, from “support 
of the Principal” (ID 63), to “adaptive technology” (ID 46), “teacher training and 
professional development” (ID 65), and included numerous responses of “increased time 
and support in the classroom by a Teacher’s Aide” (Teaching Assistant). 
As was the case for Item 22, participant responses fell into two main categories; 
those resources participants have received to assist the inclusion of students with Asperger 
Syndrome, and those resources participants feel are required to support the inclusion of a 
student with Asperger Syndrome. Given these two independent avenues of response, this 
item was split into two separate questions for the main phase questionnaire to address 
both resources received by a teacher and those they feel are required to support a student 
with Asperger Syndrome in their classroom.   
The final two items of section three elicited responses that aligned with the intent of 
the pilot study. Responses suggested the items were interpreted correctly and elicited the 
desired information. These items thus remained unchanged for the main phase version of 
the questionnaire. It is important to note that a number of responses to Item 29, “What do 
you believe social inclusion is for students with disabilities in a general education 
setting?” were accepted as valid responses, yet were considered contradictory to the 
theoretical framework that underpinned this research. Responses such as “To make them 
feel normal and develop normal relationships” (ID 32); “fitting into the whole school 
culture” (ID 6); and “being able to interact with their peers in a normal way” (ID 19) 
conflicted with the framework of inclusion postulated for this research. However, as stated, 
these responses answered the question and thus validated the inclusion of the item in the 
main phase questionnaire but they also gave rise to two important aspects for 
consideration. Firstly, the responses suggested a difference between teacher attitudes 
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toward inclusion as reported via the Likert response items and those reported in the open-
ended items. Further, these responses provided some initial evidence of mainstream 
primary teacher attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into their 
classes. Both these considerations will be explored in detail later in this study.  
Overall, the results presented to date have revealed a number of significant 
weaknesses in the pilot questionnaire. These weaknesses included: incorrect coding for 
Likert response items, ambiguous wording of statements, and unexpected and unexplained 
relationships between diverse constructs. All contributed in some way to the poor internal 
reliability of the questionnaire. However, the highlighting of these weaknesses in 
questionnaire design provided a platform for the redesign and construction of a revised 
questionnaire that was used in the main phase of the study. This revised Teacher Attitudes 
Survey is presented in Chapter 5.  
 
4.2 Pilot Study Results: Case Studies 
This section reports on teacher practice toward students with Asperger Syndrome 
through the two pilot case studies. Discussion will focus on the data obtained through 
interviews and observations in response to the rationale outlined previously in Chapter 3. 
Figure 6 illustrates the design of the case study component of this study.  
As outlined in Chapter 3, for the purposes of this pilot phase of the research, each 
case study was identified as PCS1 (Preliminary Case Study 1) and PCS2 (Preliminary Case 
Study 2). Both case studies comprised of an interview with the teacher and the student 
participants and observations of each in their classroom environment. Both teacher and 
student interviews followed a schedule compiled by the researcher which investigated the 
constructs of the research. Teacher observations were made using the EBASS software 
program and student observations used an observational schedule designed by the 
researcher for this study, based on the model of social interaction developed by Doble and  
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Figure 6.  The design of the two pilot case studies showing data collection and sequence of 
analysis.  
Magill-Evans (1992). Both teacher participants also completed the Teacher Attitudes 
Survey - Pilot, which provided data for initial triangulation of results between these teacher 
responses and the data obtained through the interviews and observations. A discussion of 
triangulation concludes the chapter with recommendations for the case study component of 
the main phase of the research. 
 
4.2.1 Teacher interviews.  The purpose of the Teacher Interview Schedule - Pilot 
was to elicit information pertaining to individual opinions and attitudes toward the 
inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome, as well as to determine levels of knowledge 
and understanding around Asperger Syndrome, knowledge of available support services, 
and understanding of the Disability Standards for Education (2005) (Commonwealth 
Pilot Case Studies 
Sample: 2 
Pilot Case Study 1 
(PCS-1) 
Pilot Case Study 2 
(PCS-2) 
Student 
PCS2-S 
Analysis and Refinement of Case Study 
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Attorney General’s Department, 2005). Both PCS1-T and PCS2-T were asked the same 
thirteen questions. 
The interview with PCS1-T took eight minutes and was conducted in a spare office 
at her school during her release time. PCS2-T asked to be interviewed in his classroom 
after school and spoke at length in response to the questions with an interview time of 70 
minutes. An investigation of the content of these responses revealed that despite having a 
significantly shorter interview time, PCS1-T had a greater understanding of Asperger 
Syndrome and more extensive knowledge of social inclusion. PCS2-T gave quite lengthy 
responses, yet for a number of questions he appeared not to be focused on the question that 
was asked.  
The first interview question asked participants to describe their understanding of 
Asperger Syndrome and to rate their knowledge as extensive, high, average or limited. In 
her response, PCS1-T included comments such as: “It’s on the autism spectrum and it’s up 
the other end to autism” (line 19); “Very literal thinkers” (line 20); “set with their rules” 
(line 21); and, “get obsessed with one topic and they will continually talk about that 
subject” (line 23). All of these comments reflected an understanding of Asperger 
Syndrome and when asked, PCS1-T rated herself as having average knowledge about the 
disorder.  
PCS2-T, however, responded to question one with comments that indicated a limited 
understanding of Asperger Syndrome. These included: “just the nature of the beast” (line 
22); “made himself to be an isolate” (line 32); “there are still parts of what he does that I’m 
not sure whether they are a part of Asperger’s or whether they are just a part of Joe* being 
Joe” (line 16); and, “I don’t honestly have a clear definition of what an Asperger’s child 
would be” (line 17). PCS2-T rated his knowledge of the disorder as limited.  
Given that both participants gave responses that reflected an understanding of the 
question, this question was kept for the main phase teacher interview schedule. It was 
  121 
moved to later in the schedule, however, so as to ascertain participant understandings of 
inclusion in general, before the schedule focused specifically on the inclusion of students 
with Asperger Syndrome and the understanding of social inclusion. This move thus 
reflected the sequence of constructs in the Teacher Attitudes Survey.  
The next two interview questions also focused on the teacher participants’ 
understanding of Asperger Syndrome, in that participants were asked to firstly discuss 
what changes, if any, to their teaching practice would be required to support a student with 
Asperger syndrome; and, what previous experience they had with a student with Asperger 
Syndrome in their classroom. Following her response to question one, PCS1-T continued 
to demonstrate her understanding of Asperger Syndrome through her articulation of 
effective teaching practices. She stated, “set up routines” (line 39) and “depend on 
individual needs” (line 37) and discussed elements of consistency and predictability in her 
classroom routine as part of her response. PCS1-T responded to having had students with 
Asperger Syndrome previously in her class but “they were more Aspergerish” and “very 
different to Jacob*” (line 50).   
PCS2-T, however, admitted that “getting better informed” (line 136) would assist in 
his teaching of students with Asperger Syndrome. This comment was the only part of his 
response that demonstrated ownership of effective teaching practices. The remainder of his 
response to this question identified peers, “and I said to the kids we have to be part of the 
solution” (line 139); parents, “I haven’t got a handle on Mum either” (line 157) and “he 
goes to Dad’s of an afternoon and he can’t get his homework done” (line 162); and the 
student himself as responses to effective support; “because I don’t want LS (School 
Learning Support Officer) or anyone else for that matter being in here holding his hand. He 
needs to either stand or fall by his own” (line 190), and “he didn’t understand and I 
probably should have spent more time but there are times when I’m just not in the mood to 
have a logical conversation” (line 201).  
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When asked about previous experience with students with Asperger Syndrome, 
PCS2-T replied, “Joe is the first one I’ve had who has been diagnosed” (line 104) but 
further comment indicated an understanding of the diverse nature of Asperger Syndrome, 
“Whether Joe is typical, atypical of an Asperger’s child, I would imagine there are as many 
of those variations as there are in normal children” (line 107, emphasis added). The 
answers by both teacher participants responded to the intent of the questions, so both were 
repeated in the main phase Teacher Interview Schedule, but were moved to later in the 
schedule for the same reasons as question one.  
Responses to later interview questions by both participants were not supportive of 
the constructs underpinning this study; for example, when asked what is inclusion for 
students with disabilities, PCS1-T replied “making them fit in, be just like every other 
child” (line 61), and social inclusion for students with disabilities was described by PCS2-
T as “the mixing of the sexes, the mixing of the haves and have not’s” (line 225), but the 
answers given responded to the intent of the questions posed and thus remained for the 
main phase of the research. 
The notions of “trustworthiness and authenticity” (Bryman, 2004, p. 273) were used 
to assess the validity of the interview process. Both participants were experienced teachers 
who gave responses that were considered, honest and reflected their personal 
understandings of the research constructs. Their responses were considered by the 
researcher to be an authentic representation of their point of view. The knowledge and 
experience of the teachers served to make them credible participants, with credibility an 
element of trustworthiness. However, consideration of the observational data was needed 
to determine if the interview results were dependable, transferable and confirmatory. 
Throughout the interview, the researcher noted that participants gave considered 
responses to each of the questions, and there was no request by either participant to not 
answer a question. The responses suggested a smooth flow to the interview with an 
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appropriate number of questions being asked. The extended responses provided by PCS2-
T led the researcher to consider ways of redirecting responses that were not on track and to 
being more in control of the interview, thus gaining greater confidence in the 
interviewing process. In light of these findings, the researcher held the view that the 
Teacher Interview Schedule - Pilot elicited authentic responses and was considered a 
trustworthy instrument for use in the main phase of the research.  
 
4.2.2 Teacher observations.  Both teacher participants were the focus of three 
structured classroom observations that used the Mainstream Version of the Code for 
Instructional Structure and Student Academic Response (MS-CISSAR) instrument of the 
EcoBehavioral Assessment Systems Software (EBASS) (Greenwood et al., 1993). These 
observations focused on the more visible elements of the research constructs: teacher 
attitudes, skills and knowledge; teaching practice; and academic climate. Through the MS-
CISSAR categories of teacher behaviour, student behaviour and ecology (see Figure 4, 
Chapter 3, p. 91) the researcher explored these constructs and used molar analysis to report 
the percentage occurrence of identified sub-categories of targeted behaviours across the 
three observations. “Molar analyses have been used to reveal the effects of setting factors 
on students’ behavior and to examine the structure and dynamics of the ecological and 
behavioral factors over time” (Greenwood et al., 1990, p. 44).  
The ecology of classroom observations for PCS1-T revealed 81% of classroom 
activity had an academic focus - reading, math and spelling, - with 40% paper and pencil 
tasks. The entire observational period was revealed to be whole class, teacher directed 
instruction. Analysis of the teacher behaviours category revealed that almost 70% of 
PCS1-T’s behaviour was verbal instruction - a question, a command or a statement. 
Analysis reported the focus of her behaviour to be mostly toward the whole class, with 
only 3% directed exclusively toward the target student. Positioning with respect to the 
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target student was shared equally between the front and to the side, and for 62% of the 
observational time, her approval was neither positive nor negative.  
However, analysis of the last three sub-categories in the teacher behaviour category 
reported the percentage of missing responses to be 14% for teacher approval, 19% for 
teacher focus, and 31% for teacher position. As this was the first time the researcher had 
used the EBASS in a classroom situation, it was felt that that these missing responses were 
the direct result of unfamiliarity with the definitions of the individual items of each sub-
category. Thus, the fact that the researcher was rushed to give an answer for the five sub-
categories in a twenty-second interval resulted in a number of missing responses. Clearly, 
more practice was needed in order to give the researcher greater confidence in using this 
recording system.   
The student behaviour category coded for the target students’ academic response, 
competing response and task management. Approximately 63% of the target students’ 
responses were academic and included writing, reading aloud or silently, academic talk 
and task participation. The remaining 37% of responses were coded as ‘no academic 
response’. However, continued analysis revealed 23% of these non-academic responses to 
be task management behaviours, such as raising a hand to answer a question, manipulating 
task materials and other attention type behaviours. As these task management behaviours 
enabled the student to engage with academic tasks, they were not considered to be 
unacceptable behaviour. In summary, in PCS1 only 4% of the target student’s behaviour 
was deemed to be an unacceptable competing response. 
When compared to PCS1-T, analysis of PCS2-T data gave similar results. Data from 
PCS2-T revealed a regular education classroom environment in which 81% of the time was 
spent in a variety of academic activities, with the remainder spent in administration 
activities such as recording attendance and transition between lessons and entering the 
classroom. These academic activities were reported primarily as paper and pen (23%), but 
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worksheets (15%), readers (11%) and class discussion (11%) also scored highly. As with 
PCS1-T, the entire observational period was revealed to be whole class, teacher-directed 
instruction. 
Analysis of the teacher behaviours category revealed that just over 80% of PCS2-T’s 
behaviour was verbal instruction - questioning, commanding or discussing. The focus of 
the teacher’s behaviour was shared equally between the target and other students, with 
approval being given to the target student for 30% of the observational period. PCS2-T 
was positioned either at the side (50%) of the target student or sat at their desk (21%) 
during the observational period. As was the case for PCS1, analysis of the last sub-
categories in the teacher behaviour category continued to report high percentages for 
missing responses. Teacher focus scored 15% missing responses and teacher position 
scored 24% missing. However, these results were an improvement on those scored in 
PCS1, implying that the researcher was becoming more skilled with the coding system of 
the MS-CISSAR.  
Results for PCS2-S found that 51% of the observational period the student was 
engaged in academic responses that included writing, reading, and task participation but 
the results reported 48% of the observational period as ‘no academic response’. Unlike the 
target student in PCS1 who scored minimal off-task behaviours, PCS2-S scored 81% of 
these non-academic responses as ‘no task management’. Although minimal (7%) 
inappropriate behaviour was scored for PCS2-S throughout the entire observational period, 
these off-task behaviours were deemed to be unacceptable, as they did not contain any 
action that enabled the student to engage in any form of academic response (Greenwood et 
al., 1997). 
Consideration of the teacher observations was needed to support the reliability of 
responses to questions asked in the interview schedule and to facilitate the triangulation of 
the results. Did the teachers do what they said they did for the target student with Asperger 
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Syndrome? The observed responses from PCS1-T indicated that this was the case. In her 
interview, PCS1-T stated she followed a consistent routine and “set things up by his rules” 
(line 21). Data revealed a consistent academic focus across the entire observational period 
that allowed Jacob (PCS1-S) to engage in academic tasks for which “he doesn’t require a 
lot of help” (line 40). Indeed, analysis of the observations revealed Jacob engaged in 
routine academic tasks for 90% of the time, with a teacher focus shared across all students.  
In her response to the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot, PCS1-T strongly agreed with 
the statement: ‘The inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome in my regular class has 
minimal affect upon my implementation of the curriculum content’, which supported the 
data obtained in both the interview and in the classroom observations. Further, she agreed 
that she ‘demonstrated appropriate instructional practice toward special education 
students in her class’ and disagreed with ‘I feel it is difficult to adjust instruction and my 
teaching style to meet the needs of students diagnosed with Asperger Syndrome’, both of 
which were reflected in both the observational data and interview responses.  
Consideration of PCS2-T responses also indicated convergence between the 
interview answers, observational data and his responses to the Teacher Attitudes Survey - 
Pilot. PCS2-T openly stated he knew little about Asperger Syndrome or how to teach 
students diagnosed with this disorder. In his interview PCS2-T admitted to thinking that 
Asperger Syndrome was another term for intellectual disability, “I assumed there would be 
some level of intellectual disability because it’s a label and people don’t tend to label 
normal children. They label them as a reason why things aren’t functioning” (line 25). 
This was supported by his response to Items 1 and 15 of the Teacher Attitudes Survey 
where he agreed with the statements: “I am concerned I will not have the skills required to 
teach special education students in an inclusive setting” and “My knowledge of Asperger 
Syndrome is limited”.   
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The observational data revealed the target student to be engaged in non-academic, 
unacceptable behaviours for a large amount of time. This was supported by the interview 
data whereby PCS2-T stated “ He’ll be sitting there staring out the window” (line 120) and 
“He’ll just be sitting there staring blankly” (line 168). Further, PCS2-T stated that often in 
academic activities “I need to get him back on task” (line 120) and the observational data 
revealed that although the focus of the teacher’s behaviour was shared equally between the 
target and other students, teacher approval was given specifically to the target student for 
almost a third of the total observational period. 
Thus, from this discussion it appears that the teacher responses to the interview 
questions and Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot, combined with the observational data, 
supported each other across the range of constructs and has therefore allowed the 
researcher to conclude that the instruments were trustworthy. However, the observational 
data obtained through the EBASS (Greenwood et al., 1993) was quantitative in its 
presentation and did not allow for the quality of the observed behaviour to be accounted 
for. For the main phase of the study, the researcher sought to include a qualitative element 
to the teacher observations in an attempt to provide a more authentic representation of 
teacher and student behaviour. “By combining several lines of sight, researchers obtain a 
better, more substantive picture of reality” (Berg, 2007, p. 5).  
As stated previously in Chapter 3, the rationale for piloting the case studies was to 
investigate the reliability and validity of instrument development; the flow, length and 
understanding of the interview questions; and the rise in the confidence level of the 
researcher in using the instruments. These components have been reported for the teacher 
element of the case studies. Section 4.2.3 discusses the results of the student component of 
the pilot case studies.  
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4.2.3 Student interviews.  The purpose of the Student Interview Schedule - Pilot 
was to elicit from the two student participants their individual perceptions of their 
inclusion in the mainstream classroom; the relationships they had with their teacher and 
peers; and their perceived understanding of friendship. Both student participants were 
asked the same twenty-two questions and, as was the case with their teachers, gave varied 
responses.  
PCS1-S was interviewed in his classroom during the recess break. His teacher was 
present in the room, but far enough away to be out of earshot. He appeared to be relaxed 
sitting in his chair and made eye contact with the researcher when answering the questions. 
He agreed to be audiotaped and did not show any interest in the recording device once it 
was started. The interview with PCS1-S lasted fifteen minutes.  
Conversely, PCS2-S asked for his interview to not be recorded. He did not offer a 
reason for this when asked, but the researcher noted he had a stutter when he spoke which 
he said became much more pronounced when he was nervous or anxious, and this may 
have been a reason for him not wanting to be recorded. Thus the researcher made written 
notes of his responses that were later transcribed. This request resulted in the researcher 
considering alternative ways for participants to respond to the interview questions for 
the main phase study. The interview with PCS2-S took place outside the classroom, sitting 
at an outdoor table within line of sight of his teacher and lasted for eight minutes. 
Throughout the interview, PCS2-S shifted constantly in his seat, manipulated a leaf in his 
fingers, and made little eye contact with the researcher when answering questions.  
The first question of the Student Interview Schedule - Pilot asked participants to 
“Tell me about yourself?” It was at this initial stage of the formal interview that vast 
differences between the two participants became apparent. PCS1-S replied immediately 
“Well, I have Asperger’s Syndrome” (line 37), and “I really like computers and stuff like 
that, technology” (line 39). PCS1-S was aware of his Asperger Syndrome diagnosis and 
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considered it to be an important characteristic about him, but not to the exclusivity of his 
other interests. When asked about his family he spoke of his two sisters and one brother, 
and that he was the oldest and would have to look after them when he was older and his 
mum returned to work. PCS1-S recognised his place in the family unit and the expectations 
on him he believed should accompany this.  
PCS2-S, however, gave a very literal response to the opening question; “I was born 
on the 12th of June (Year) in (Name) Hospital. I was elected vice captain of this school. 
This is very important to me” (line 26). He replied that he liked being vice-captain because 
“I like that I get to run assemblies” (line 31). He gave no response when asked to tell a 
little more about himself. When asked about his family, PCS2-S replied, “My Mum and 
Dad are separated” (line 43) and made no further comment. He made no reference to 
siblings, his place in the family and gave no evidence of his place within the family unit.  
Both student participants then responded positively to questions about what they 
liked to do and their favourite activities. PCS1-S liked to read, watch TV, play electronic 
games and use the computer. PCS2-S revealed he liked to jump on the trampoline, ride his 
bike and also play on the computer. Interestingly, both nominated solitary activities as 
preferred options for favourite activities, which are typical choices for students with a 
diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome (Attwood, 2007). However, later in the interview PCS1-S 
talked about his like of playing soccer, football and handball with his friends during break 
times at school.  
Question three asked the participants what things they liked about their school. 
PCS2-S’s response revealed a like of places, “I like computers and going to the computer 
lab. I like the Library” (line 55), where PCS1-S identified people as what they liked, “I 
like the teachers. Um, I like Mrs. C and Mr. A ‘cause they always help me out when I have 
problems. Um, kids at school are like friends” (line 101).  
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As was expected, as the interview progressed, the highly individual nature of 
individuals with the same diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome became evident.  Increasingly, 
PCS2-S became more literal and less descriptive with his responses. For example, when 
asked “Tell me about your teacher” he replied, “I know he was born in 1953” (line 79).  In 
contrast, PCS1-S replied to this question with “She is nice. She is really good at Maths. 
She solves a lot of people’s problems. She can shout sometimes. Maths is her subject and 
she is really good at it” (line 140). Further probes elicited information about the perceived 
relationship between student and teacher, with PCS1-S giving a range of descriptive 
responses and PCS2-S answering with two to three word utterances.  
Interestingly, the remaining questions about relationships with peers and friends 
resulted in limited, albeit expected, responses from PCS2-S (Attwood, 2007; Shaked & 
Yirmiya, 2003). He spoke of his preferring to work alone in class, spending his break times 
alone in the Library, and when asked, “Who is your best friend?” he replied “I don’t 
know” (line 139). Clearly, there was limited social interaction between him and his peers, 
both in the classroom and in the playground. Further, friends were defined by PCS2-S as 
people who “Are nice to me” (line 137) with no further explanation offered.  
In contrast, PCS1-S revealed himself to have a number of friends, “I’ve got N, I’ve 
got J, I’ve got J, I’ve got L. He is in a different class. Um. I’ve got R, I’ve got B, I’ve got 
L. Ah, who else have I got?” (line 199). He described how he played soccer or handball at 
lunchtime with his friends and when asked, “How do you know they are your friends?” he 
replied, “They usually play with me, they are the ones I play soccer with. They don’t do 
anything bad to me like other kids do. They actually know that I have Asperger Syndrome” 
(line 204). He named N as his best friend and stated that having friends made him feel 
good “because I have company with me. Like if something bad happens, like they would 
comfort me” (line 222).  
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As was the case for the teacher interviews, trustworthiness and authenticity of the 
data were considered to be indicators of reliability for these student interviews. Both 
student participants gave honest responses to the questions that reflected their 
understandings of the intent of the questions. Their responses were considered by the 
researcher to be an authentic representation of their point of view, thus confirming the 
reliability of the Student Interview Schedule - Pilot.  
 
4.2.4 Student observation.  Both student participants were observed in their 
classroom for three 30-minute sessions during the morning two-hour teaching block. 
Student observations were made using the observation schedule developed to record the 
observable behaviours of inclusion, social interaction, peer interaction and response to 
teacher behaviours, through the social skills of acknowledging, sending, timing and 
coordinating. 
PCS1-S scored highly across the range of skill categories, scoring predominantly 
‘4’s’ which indicated a competent performance facilitating social interaction. The only 
skill category in which he scored lower than this was timing skills, where his most frequent 
score was ‘3’, indicating a questionable performance not supporting social interaction 
and/or opportunity (Englund et al., 1995). These results suggested PCS1-S was competent 
at acknowledging his social partner, was able to use a range of verbal and non-verbal skills 
to send messages and was able to coordinate individual messages with a social partner. He 
demonstrated questionable timing skills however when engaging in social situations, 
primarily in performing the social convention of turn-taking in dialogue. 
The initial observation of PCS1-S was found to have limited comments, as the 
researcher spent most of the interval time determining which level of scale to use for each 
of the observed skills and she did not make many comments. Further, it was noted that a 
number of the observation intervals were not scored as none of the targeted social 
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behaviours was observed. Continued practice with the observation schedule improved the 
confidence level of the researcher in its use, which resulted in an increase in the number 
of comments made for each of the following observations. This enhanced the qualitative 
component of the observational data and provided a more complete picture of each student 
and setting and gave a context to those intervals that scored no observed social behaviours.  
The scores for observable social skills of PCS2-S were quite different to those of 
PCS1-S. The three observations recorded very limited social behaviours being used in any 
way by PCS2-S, either with peers or teacher. At no time throughout the observational 
sessions was there timing or coordinating skills being used by the student. There were 
seven recorded occurrences of sending skills (answers, clarifies). All scored ‘3’, indicating 
a questionable performance that did not support social interaction and/or opportunity. The 
category that scored the most responses, Category 9, was acknowledging skills. However, 
all but two of these responses were ‘looks’, which indicated PCS2-S turned to look at the 
social partner but there was no accompanying attempt at social engagement recorded in 
any of these occurrences, so these acknowledging skills were rated as ineffective.  
It was noted by the researcher that PCS2-S was seated by himself at a table at the 
front of the room. His position in the classroom served as an inhibitor to social interaction. 
He had no-one sitting next to him or in front of him. To engage in social interaction he had 
to turn around and he did not demonstrate this behaviour in any of the observations. The 
researcher believed that this seating position might have contributed to the high number of 
intervals not being scored for observed social behaviours. Thus, the seating arrangement 
of the observation environment needed to be noted for the main phase observations.  
In summary, the student interviews and observations revealed two very distinct 
persons with the same broad diagnosis. PCS1-S had a positive relationship with his teacher 
and his peers, all of whom were said to be aware of his Asperger Syndrome and who 
responded to his behaviours accordingly. He was able to form and maintain friendships 
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and engage in socially inclusive opportunities. PCS2-S, however, appeared socially aloof, 
was unable to nominate peers considered to be his friends and had a teacher who confessed 
to having very limited knowledge about his particular disorder. This polarity between the 
two student participants was not unexpected. However, the findings of this section of the 
pilot case study clearly illustrated the need to have a broader range of student participants 
from which one could draw findings more representative of the population of students with 
Asperger Syndrome. Hence, the number of case studies included in the main phase of the 
study was increased to five.  
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 have responded to the rationale for conducting the pilot study 
and posed a number of considerations for the main phase study. The conclusion to this 
chapter will discuss the impact of these considerations for the remainder of the research 
study. 
 
4.3 Pilot Study: Implications 
The pilot study was undertaken for a number of reasons. Firstly, to ensure the 
questions in both the questionnaire and interviews made sense and elicited the desired 
information. Secondly, to ensure both the questionnaire items and the interview questions 
flowed in a way as to be engaging and interesting to the respondents. Thirdly, the piloting 
of the questionnaire allowed for testing of the Likert response scale provided. Fourthly, 
piloting afforded the researcher experience in using the instruments, instilling a sense of 
confidence in their administration. Finally, and most importantly, the pilot study allowed 
for a sound investigation into the reliability and validity of the instruments developed for 
this research.  
As 4.1 and 4.2 have shown, analysis of the data from both the Teacher Attitudes 
Survey - Pilot and the two case studies have given rise to a number of considerations for 
the main phase of this research. The remainder of this chapter will conclude the pilot phase 
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of the research with a discussion of these considerations and subsequent implications for 
the main phase of the study. 
 
4.3.1 Teacher Attitudes Survey – Pilot.  Analysis of the results from the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot revealed a number of weaknesses in the pilot 
questionnaire. The highlighting of these weaknesses in questionnaire design provided a 
platform for the redesign and construction of a revised questionnaire, Teacher Attitudes 
Survey (see Appendix P) that was used in the main phase of the study. A discussion of this 
redesign now follows.  
Initial analysis of the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot returned a Cronbach Alpha of 
-.117, indicating poor internal reliability. This result was attributed to a number of reasons. 
Firstly, the absence of a midpoint in the response scale for the twenty Likert response 
items. As a result, a 5-point response scale was used for the main phase Teacher Attitudes 
Survey (de Winter & Dodou, 2010). Analysis revealed a number of items that needed to be 
screened for wording and removal of ambiguous or unclear terminology. Those items that 
contained multiple factors were reworded to contain only one factor in each item 
statement.  
Consistency of language and item positioning were other factors posited as 
contributing to the poor reliability of the questionnaire. Any items that used generic terms, 
such as ‘a teacher’ or ‘a class’, were reworded to reflect the personal opinions of the 
participant themselves and their classes. For example, ‘a teacher’ was replaced with ‘I’ 
and ‘a class’ was replaced with ‘my class’. Any use of the term ‘students with special 
education needs’ was changed to ‘students with Asperger Syndrome’ to focus the 
questionnaire specifically to this group of students.  
As discussed previously, the feedback from teacher participants to the opening item 
of the questionnaire said they found it to be quite confronting, “makes me feel unskilled” 
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(code 27) and “a little negative” (code 62). Item 1 read ‘I am concerned I will not have the 
skills required to teach special education students in an inclusive setting’. Given this 
feedback, this item was moved to later in the questionnaire and statements were rearranged 
to provide a positive first encounter with the main phase Teacher Attitudes Survey.  
Final changes to the Likert response items addressed the addition of clearer 
illustrations of the social inclusion construct. As the term social inclusion with respect to 
students with Asperger Syndrome has no clear definition, a decision was made to use 
language that may be more familiar to teachers in understanding the premise of this 
construct. In an attempt to reflect the literature (Bossaert et al., 2013; Koster et al., 2009) 
phrases such as social well-being and social engagement, were used in statements to 
represent the construct of social inclusion. 
An investigation into the wording of items resulted in a number of changes to the 
Likert response items of the main phase Teacher Attitudes Survey. One statement was 
removed entirely, 4 were kept unchanged, and 13 reworded for the revised questionnaire. 
Further, 5 new items were introduced in response to feedback from the pilot questionnaire. 
These new items addressed the areas of professional learning, funding support and teacher 
planning for the social well being of students with Asperger Syndrome, which were not 
addressed in the pilot questionnaire.  
The 8 open-ended questions of the Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot were also 
revised. A new question was asked of respondents who indicated they had a student with 
Asperger Syndrome currently in their class. They were asked to describe both the 
preparations they undertook prior to this student arriving in their class, but to also 
nominate any additional supports they received as part of this preparatory process.  
As with the Likert response items, consistency of language was also investigated and 
remedied for the open-ended questions of the final phase questionnaire. For example, the 
item statement ‘responsibilities toward students with disabilities’ was replaced with 
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‘responsibilities toward students with Asperger Syndrome’, highlighting the focus of the 
research as described above.  
The pilot questionnaire asked respondents to nominate what supports and/or 
resources from a school or systems level they felt were required to assist in the positive 
inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome into their classroom. Responses suggested 
that it was necessary to divide this question into two, asking not only what resources were 
required, but also what resources they had received to assist with inclusion.  
The final change to this section of the questionnaire was the inclusion of a space for 
comments. This was included as a small number (n = 13) of participants in the pilot phase 
wrote a lot of comments at the end of the questionnaire without being asked. These 
comments were informative and gave context to the responses of participants and thus 
were deemed useful for the final phase questionnaire.  
Once questions were corrected for wording, positioning and clarity, a person 
independent of the research coded the revised Teacher Attitudes Survey. Items were coded 
for weighting, either positive or negative, and coded for one of the four constructs. 
Findings from this reliability check confirmed those assigned by the researcher, thus this 
inter-rater coding provided reliability to the coding attributed to the items by the 
researcher. 
 
4.3.2 Case studies.  The previous discussion of case study data revealed several 
elements of design that warranted further discussion for the main phase study. The 
remainder of this chapter will present implications for the interview component of the case 
studies followed by suggestions for refinement of the observational component.  
4.3.2.1 Interviews.  Reliability and validity in interview research focuses upon 
consistency and dependability of a number of elements, for example, were participant 
responses plausible and authentic? (Neuman, 2006). Did the researcher ask leading 
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questions? (Kvale & Brinkman, 2009), and was rapport established and trust gained from 
the interviewee? (Fontana & Frey, 2000). The pilot case study interviews aimed to elicit 
results through the established interview schedules in an attempt to obtain honest responses 
to those questions asked. 
In these interviews, both teacher and student participants gave responses that 
reflected their personal understandings of the constructs underpinning the research. Their 
responses were considered by the researcher to be an authentic representation of their point 
of view. Their responses suggested a good flow to the interview with an appropriate 
number of questions being asked and indicated trustworthiness the instrument.  
The only change to the Teacher Interview Schedule (see Appendix Q) was to the 
order of the questions. These were reordered to reflect the revised sequence of constructs 
in the main phase Teacher Attitudes Survey. The Student Interview Schedule (see Appendix 
R) had a question added which asked the student if they had heard of Asperger Syndrome 
and if they knew what it was. This addition was the result of PCS2-S reporting he did not 
know what Asperger Syndrome was, despite having this diagnosis.  
Both teacher participants in the pilot case studies revealed that the students with 
Asperger Syndrome in their class caused little trouble or disruption. This led to comments 
in the interview around the issue of the Principal’s involvement in placement of students 
with Asperger Syndrome in selected classes and the role they, as the teacher, also had in he 
placement process. Both teacher participants commented they were not consulted in the 
placement process and had decisions made for them regarding student placement in their 
class. For the main phase case studies, the researcher thus chose to include an interview 
with the Principal to investigate factors considered in student placement and the perceived 
roles of both the teacher and the Principal in this process.  
Following disclosure from PCS1-S about the important role his friends played in 
his inclusion in classroom activities and general school life, the researcher chose to include 
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interviews with peers of the target student in each of the main phase case studies. The 
design of the revised case study component of the main phase is presented in Figure 7.  
4.3.2.2 Observations.  Both teacher participants were observed three times using 
the MS-CISSAR categories of teacher behaviour, student behaviour and ecology. Using a 
computerised recording instrument was new to the researcher, and this, combined with an 
unfamiliarity of the definitions of the individual items of each sub-category, resulted in a 
number of missing responses. The amount of missing responses was less for the second 
round of teacher observations. Thus more practice in using the instrument resulted in 
greater numbers of responses being recorded.  
However, analysis of these observational data resulted only in a percentage 
frequency of observed behaviours. These results gave no consideration to any qualitative 
factors that may have impacted on those behaviours observed, such as the behaviour of 
peers, dynamics of the lesson and so forth. For the main phase of the study, the researcher 
sought to include a qualitative element to the teacher observations in an attempt to provide 
a more authentic representation of teacher and student behaviour. 
Student observations were made using the observation schedule developed to record 
the observable behaviours of inclusion, social interaction, peer interaction and response to 
teacher behaviours through the social skills of acknowledging, sending, timing and 
coordinating. As with the teacher observations, continued practice with the Student 
Observation Schedule – Pilot improved the confidence level of the researcher for 
subsequent observations.  
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Figure 7. The revised case study design used in the main phase of the research showing the 
addition of interviews with school Principals and peer group of the target student 
participant. 
Reflections on both student observations highlighted the need for the inclusion of an 
environmental descriptor for each observation. This resulted from an observation of PCS2-
S who sat at the front of the room, at a desk on his own, with no one else around him. This 
positioning prevented any social interaction with his peers, as they were all behind him. 
This restricted the data collected by the Student Observation Schedule – Pilot, as the only 
engagement opportunities afforded to him were responding to the teacher. Thus, the 
Student Observation Schedule was redesigned to provide a place to record environmental 
descriptors, such as student seating arrangements and teaching style, such as group work or 
individual tasks. 
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A second change reflected in redesigned Student Observation Schedule was to 
include a behaviour that was noted in the pilot observations but was not in the schedule, -
‘self-talk’. Self-talk was not a behaviour that enabled communication or one that 
responded to the message of a communication partner (Doble & Magill-Evans, 1992). 
However, self-talk is a powerful emotional management strategy (Attwood, 2007, 
Simpson, 2005) that can assist a person with Asperger Syndrome regulate their behaviour 
in response to particular situations, including social interactions. For this reason, ‘self-talk’ 
was added to the coordinating skills category of social interaction in the revised Student 
Observation Schedule for use in the main phase of the study.  
It was reasonable to surmise that despite having the same diagnosis, participants in 
this study would present differently. Given the evident disparity of the two student 
participants in the pilot, the researcher chose to increase the number of case studies in the 
main phase to five to provide a greater representation of Asperger Syndrome. Further, the 
choice was made to include at least one female participant in the main phase case studies 
to reflect the ratio of prevalence in population.  
To conclude, the pilot study proved to be an effective way of investigating the 
reliability, and validity of the instruments designed for this research; the flow, length and 
understanding of the interview questions; and the resulting confidence level of the 
researcher in using the instruments. This chapter has summarised the implementation, 
results, and implications from the pilot phase with respect to its rationale and identified the 
subsequent impact on both the design of the Teacher Attitudes Survey and the structure of 
the case studies used in the main phase of this research.  
Given the impact of decision-making processes regarding a student’s placement on 
the attitudes of teachers and the reported influence of peers on a student’s social inclusion, 
the decision was made to include the voice of these two key players in the research 
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questions of this study. As such, analysis of findings from the pilot study resulted in a 
revision to the original research questions framed for this study, as outlined in Chapter 2.  
The main phase research study now seeks to respond to the following questions: 
1. What do teachers, students with Asperger Syndrome, Principals and peers 
understand by the term social inclusion? 
2. What influences shape teacher attitudes toward students diagnosed with 
Asperger Syndrome placed in their regular education classrooms? 
3. To what extent do teacher attitudes serve as an indicator of social inclusion for 
students with Asperger Syndrome in regular class settings? 
 
  142 
 
CHAPTER FIVE 
Main Phase Methodology 
The previous chapter discussed the results of the pilot study and highlighted a 
number of changes that were made to the instruments and case study design for the main 
phase part of this research. Figure 8 illustrates this revised research design. The following 
chapter will present the revised methodology used in the main phase of this research. 
Details will be provided of participants, revised instruments and case study design used.  
 
5.1 Research Design 
The research design used for this study was a mixed methods investigative study, 
combining the use of surveys and embedded case studies. Chapter 3 provided the rationale 
for a mixed methods study and, following implementation of the pilot, the initial decision 
to use a mixed methods approach was supported. The impact of the pilot study served to 
further develop the design of the research and strengthen the intent. As Figure 8 shows, the 
main phase design of the research included an additional case study and interviews with 
Principals and peers.  
In its final form, the main phase of the research consisted of the Teacher Attitudes 
Survey and five case studies. Each case study consisted of interviews and observations. 
Interviews were conducted with the Principal (P), and nominated Teacher (T), Student (S) 
and Peer Group (PG) at each case study school, using the Interview Schedule appropriate 
to each participant. The revised Teacher Interview Schedule and Student Interview 
Schedule were discussed in Chapter 4. New interview schedules were developed for the 
Principal interviews and peer group interviews. Copies of the Principal Interview Schedule 
and Peer Group Interview Schedule can be found in Appendix S and Appendix T 
respectively. Classroom observations of teacher behaviours were made using the MS-
CISSAR categories of student behaviours, teacher behaviours, and ecology, with student 
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Figure 8.  The revised research design used in the main phase of the study showing revised 
case study design. 
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social behaviours observed using the schedule based on the model of social interaction 
(Doble & Magill-Evans, 1992). Both of these observational tools were detailed in Chapter 
3.  
 
5.2 Participants 
5.2.1 Questionnaire.  The intent of the study was to obtain a representative 
sample across the general primary education teacher population. In 2012, the public 
education sector employed over 95,000 teachers and other employees (Smyth-King, 2012). 
The restrictions of the thesis alongside the financial costs involved proved prohibitive to 
the use of probability sampling techniques. A purposive sampling technique was therefore 
used to address the widespread distribution of possible participants across the state of 
NSW. To this end a convenience sample, a “sample in which elements have been selected 
from the target population on the basis of their accessibility” (Ross, 2005, p. 7) was 
utilised. In total, three public school regions from the ten located across NSW, were 
characterised in responses to the questionnaire. Given the limitations to generalisability of 
findings when using non-probability sampling (Bryman, 2004; de Vaus, 2002) discussed in 
Chapter 9, the sample could not be considered to be representative of the general education 
primary teaching population within these three regions. However, no teacher in any of the 
schools was denied access to participation and all were afforded equal opportunity to 
engage with the questionnaire. Thus, the main phase implementation of the Teacher 
Attitudes Survey was conducted with 230 primary general education teachers sourced from 
six public sector primary schools. 
 
5.2.2 Case studies.  The design of the main phase consisted of five case studies, 
involving students, teachers, Principals and a peer group, from four different primary 
schools across two different public education regions. Case Study 1 (CS1) and Case Study 
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2 (CS2) involved students and teachers from the same school. The two schools involved in 
the pilot study indicated a wish to continue as part of the study. The third was a school 
known to the researcher and which had previously indicated an interest in participating in 
the research, while the fourth was a school in the researcher’s local area. This school was 
chosen by the researcher for participation in this research due to its location, as it was very 
close to the school used for CS1/2. The close proximity of schools resulted in less travel 
time between sites for the researcher, which allowed a more timely collection of data. An 
overview of setting and participant demographics is reported in Table 8.  
 
Table 8  
Case Study Participant Demographic Information 
 
Participant 
 
  
CS1 
 
CS2 
 
CS3 
 
CS4 
 
CS5 
 
Principal 
(P) 
 
Name 
Gender 
 
Alice 
Female 
 
Doug 
Male 
 
Marian 
Female 
 
Carol 
Female 
Yrs at School 6 1.5 13 1 
Teaching Qual 
Special Ed. 
Yes No No No 
 
Teacher 
(T) 
 
Name 
Gender 
 
Sue 
Female 
 
Lisa 
Female 
 
Ivan 
Male 
 
Linda 
Female 
 
Sarah 
Female 
Yrs 
Experience 
3 22 26 25 5 
Teaching Qual 
Special Ed. 
 
No No No No No 
Student 
(S) 
Name 
Gender 
Abbie 
Female 
Vanessa 
Female 
Josh 
Male 
Jacob 
Male 
Mark 
Male 
Age 8 10 10 11 9 
Class Yr 3 Yr 5 Yr 5 Yr 6 Yr 4 
 
 
Peer Group 
(PG) 
Number 3 4 Nil 4 2 
 
Gender Female  Female N/A Male Female 
Same Class Yes Yes N/A 1 Yes 
Selection T T + S N/A S T 
 
School size = no. of students 320 450 600 390 
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Four participant groups were engaged from each case study: the school Principal, a 
teacher, a student and a peer group. At each case study school the Principal was asked to 
nominate a target student who fitted the required criteria (i.e., a diagnosis of Asperger 
Syndrome by a paediatrician or medical specialist, in accordance with DSM IV-TR (2000) 
criteria and the category A2 on their NSW DEC Disability Confirmation Sheet). At the 
first school, however, the Principal nominated two participants, both female, whom she felt 
would be suitable for participation in the research. The remaining three case study schools 
each nominated a single male student for participation. The primary teacher participants 
were selected only on the basis of having the target student in their class. The peer group 
participants were comprised of peers nominated by the teacher, the target student or both. 
These peers were reported as either friends of the target student or peers who had a 
positive relationship with the target student. The exception to this was found in CS4 where 
no peer group was nominated. 
 
5.2.2.1 Case Study 1 (CS1) and Case Study 2 (CS2).  The setting for both CS1 
and CS2 was a mid-size public school in southwest Sydney with an enrolment of 
approximately 320 students at the time of the research. The Principal Alice (pseudonyms 
used throughout) (CS1/2-P) had been at the school for six years and, when interviewed, 
revealed she had qualifications in Special Education. Alice was known to the researcher 
and had asked previously for her school to be included in the research. Alice nominated 
two student participants for this study, Abbie and Vanessa, and said she believed both 
would make for ‘interesting’ and ‘meaningful’ observations.  
CS1 was focused on a female participant Abbie, aged eight years (CS1-S). At the 
time of the research Abbie was enrolled in Year 3 in a composite Stage 2 (Years 3/4) class. 
Abbie started attending the CS1 school in Year 1, following her family’s move to the local 
area due to her father’s work situation. Abbie was the eldest of two children and her 
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younger brother was aged four. She received her diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome the year 
before, shortly after kindergarten enrolment, at age five. Initial observations saw Abbie 
present as a quiet, compliant student in the classroom. She appeared to engage with her 
peers and presented as having a positive relationship with her teacher, Sue.  
Sue (CS1-T) was a female teacher with three years teaching experience. When 
approached by the researcher to participate, Sue commented that she was “too 
inexperienced” to contribute anything of value, yet agreed to be included in this study. The 
peer group of CS1 comprised of three female peers from Sue’s Year 3/4 class who were 
nominated by Sue as being possible ‘friends’ of Abbie’s. 
CS2 focused on the second female student participant in the study, Vanessa (CS2-S). 
Vanessa was aged ten years at the time of the research and was in Year 5 of a composite 
Stage 3 (Years 5/6) class. Vanessa began attending the CS2 School the year before this 
research, due to her family’s relocation into the local area. As a result of the move, 
Vanessa’s grandmother now lived with Vanessa and her family. Vanessa was the eldest 
child of three daughters, living with her mother, father and grandmother. Prior to moving, 
Vanessa attended a public school in a suburb over an hour away. Initial observations saw 
Vanessa present as an outgoing, gregarious student who spoke very loudly, which drew 
attention to herself. She sat by herself in the classroom at a table next to the desk of her 
teacher. Records report Vanessa received her diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome at age 
seven.  
Her teacher, Lisa (CS2-T), was an experienced teacher who had been teaching for 22 
years across a range of primary classes. Lisa responded positively to being asked to 
participate in the research, but commented “I’m sure you can tell me what I’m doing 
wrong” when told of the observational component of the research. The peer group of CS2 
comprised four female peers from Vanessa’s class. Vanessa reported two of these 
participants as her friends, with Lisa nominating the remaining two.  
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5.2.2.2 Case Study 3 (CS3).  The setting for CS3 was a larger public school in 
southwest Sydney with an enrolment of approximately 450 students at the time of the 
research. Doug, the Principal (CS3-P) was relatively new to the school, having been there 
for only a year and a half. When approached by the researcher about participation, he said 
yes to being involved and nominated a male student, Josh, for the study. Doug described 
the class Josh was enrolled in as ‘unusual’ as it was an all boys’ class, but the class and its 
teacher, Ivan, he felt would provide a good context for the interview and observation 
element of the study.  
Josh (CS3-S) was ten years of age and enrolled in Year 5. His Stage 3 class 
comprised 19 boys plus himself. It was not reported anywhere when he had received his 
diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome, but the School Counsellor reported that this diagnosis 
was current. Josh was the youngest of three children in his family, with a fraternal twin 
sister born minutes before him. His older brother was almost 20 and no longer lived at 
home. Josh and his sister lived with their mother.  
Josh presented as a loner in the class and the playground. He isolated himself in both 
situations, preferring to sit alone and play with his toy shark. He was reported as being 
academically on par for his age, yet refused to engage in group or partner work. Comments 
from the School Counsellor revealed a degree of volatility in Josh’s behaviour, with 
unpredictable outbursts of aggression directed toward anyone in his reach. Reasons for 
these outbursts were yet to be determined.  
Ivan, his teacher (CS3-T), was highly experienced, having taught across a range of 
primary classes for the past 26 years. Ivan stated that the class as a whole would be 
interesting to observe, as they were boys from across Stage 3, who all had behaviour 
and/or learning issues. He reported that Doug, the Principal, had created this class in the 
hope that a smaller class, with an experienced teacher and access to a Student Learning 
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Support Officer (SLSO) (i.e., a teaching assistant or, paraprofessional), would result in 
improvements in the boys’ behavioural and learning outcomes. 
Neither Josh nor Ivan was able to nominate any students at the school who could be 
considered as friends to participate in the peer group interview. When asked, Josh replied 
that Sharkey, his stuffed toy shark, was his friend. He said he didn’t have any friends other 
than Sharkey, and Ivan corroborated this, stating there were not any boys in the class that 
could be thought of as a friend of Josh. Thus, there was no peer group participants for CS3. 
5.2.2.3 Case Study 4 (CS4).  Case Study 4 involved one of the schools used in 
the pilot study, PCS1. The school was a large public primary school with approximately 
600 students, located in western Sydney. The Principal, Marian, was very keen to follow 
up the results of the pilot with a more detailed investigation of teacher attitudes at her 
school. Marian had been the Principal at this school since its opening 13 years ago.  
Jacob, who was one of the students observed in the pilot study (PCS1-S) returned for 
the main phase study. At the time of the main phase data collection, Jacob was 11 years old 
and enrolled in a Year 6 class. He was the eldest of three children, having a younger sister 
aged 4 and a baby brother. He lived at home with both his parents. He received his 
diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome when he began school. Jacob was now in a class of thirty 
students, a mix of boys and girls with a different teacher than the pilot study. Jacob 
presented as an engaging young man, with an outgoing personality and a positive 
disposition. He actively engaged in classwork as part of a group and self-reported as 
having a number of friends. 
Jacob’s Year 6 teacher, Linda, was an experienced teacher with 26 years experience 
across a range of primary classes. Linda agreed to participate in the research after being 
asked by her Principal, Marian. She was very concerned about the times of the 
observations and requested they be undertaken only in the mornings, as she did not want 
the routine of the day to be upset by interruptions. As mentioned above, Jacob reported 
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having a number of friends. He was able to nominate four friends immediately when 
asked. Only one of these boys was currently in his class, the others came from the other 
two Year 6 classes. These four boys constituted the peer group interview for this case 
study.  
5.2.2.4 Case Study 5 (CS5).  The school used in CS5 was a mid-sized public 
school in western Sydney with an enrolment of 390 students at the time of the research. 
CS5 was a school known to the researcher and the current Principal, who was new to the 
school, was keen to participate. Carol (CS5-P) had been at the school for only one year and 
wanted to engage her staff in research. For this research Carol nominated a student, Mark 
and his teacher, Sarah.  
Mark (CS5-S) was a nine-year-old male student enrolled in Year 4. Mark began 
attending this school the previous year and, according to his teacher, was still settling in. 
On observation, Mark presented as quite demanding of teacher attention, escalating rapidly 
to shouting and self-harming behaviours if this attention was not forthcoming. He 
demonstrated hypersensitivity to sound, and his teacher had just started letting him use 
noise-blocking headphones in the classroom. Mark lived with his mother and younger 
sister through the week, and spent weekends with his father.  
His teacher Sarah (CS5-T) was relatively new to teaching with only five years 
experience. Her current class was in Stage 2. When approached, Sarah agreed to 
participate but indicated a degree of unease with the observational component of the 
research. She commented that “You’ll see all the things I’m doing wrong”. When 
discussing friends to participate in the peer group interview, Mark said he didn’t have any 
friends at this school and added, “I don’t like friends”. Sarah corroborated this but said that 
there were two girls in the class that Mark spoke to and who, when needed, helped him 
with his work. These two students participated in the peer group interview for CS5. 
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5.3 Instruments 
5.3.1 Questionnaire.  The revised Teacher Attitudes Survey utilised a semi-
structured questionnaire comprising 24 closed-question items answered on a 5-point Likert 
scale response format, and 10 open-ended items that required a more detailed response to 
the major themes targeted within the research. Of the 24 closed-question items, 12 were 
weighted positively, with the remaining 12 negatively weighted. 
The three sections of the questionnaire identified for the pilot phase were repeated in 
the main phase questionnaire: demographic information, and two sections, which 
contained items that explored the four main constructs of this research. Section 2 consisted 
of 24 items, which measured the participants’ attitudes toward the inclusion of students 
with Asperger Syndrome into regular education classrooms using a five-point response 
scale. Of these 24 items, six measured teacher attitudes toward inclusion (Items 3, 12, 13, 
15, 23, 24), seven measured teacher effectiveness (Items 1, 2, 4, 10, 16, 19, 21), five 
measured academic climate (Items 5, 6, 7, 9, 17), and six measured social inclusion of 
students (Items 8, 11, 14, 18, 20, 22). Several questions from the work of Lambe and 
Bones (2006) (e.g., Items 3, 5, 13) and Van Reusen et al. (2000) (e.g., Items 2, 6, 7, 22) 
that addressed general aspects of teacher attitudes were included in the questionnaire. The 
remaining items of the Teacher Attitudes Survey were developed by the researcher to 
investigate the four constructs identified. 
The third section of the questionnaire consisted of 10 open-ended questions that 
explored teachers’ knowledge and understanding of social inclusion (Items 27, 30, 34); 
how teachers’ perceived the presence of students with Asperger Syndrome in their regular 
classes and their delivery of classroom curriculum (Items 26b, 28, 29, 31, 32); teachers’ 
knowledge of Asperger Syndrome (Item 26a); and professional development requirements 
for supporting the successful inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome (Item 33).  
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Prior to the survey’s distribution, a second person coded each of the Likert response 
items for weighting. This reliability check returned a 100% agreement with the weightings 
that had been given to each item by the researcher. 
 
5.3.2 Interviews.  As was the case in the pilot study, the purpose of the 
interviews was to obtain more detailed information around the constructs introduced in the 
questionnaire. The interviews were administered one-on-one, researcher to participant, and 
followed a semi-structured, standardised, open-ended format, that is, the same questions 
were asked of all participants in the same position across each of the five case studies, thus 
ensuring the same general areas of information were collected.   
The Principal Interview Schedule contained 23 questions designed to elicit 
information pertaining to individual opinions and values toward the inclusion of students 
with Asperger Syndrome, as well as to determine their level of knowledge pertaining to 
Asperger Syndrome, support services and their understanding of the Disability Standards 
for Education (2005) (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 2005). 
Considerations of placement decisions for students with Asperger Syndrome were also 
investigated. See Appendix S for a complete set of interview questions.  
The 18 Teacher Interview Schedule questions focused on eliciting information 
pertaining to individual opinions and values toward the inclusion of students with Asperger 
Syndrome, as well as to determine their level of knowledge pertaining to Asperger 
Syndrome, support services and their understanding of the Disability Standards for 
Education 2005. A clarification of pedagogy and teaching practice was also investigated 
(see Appendix Q). The only change to the Teacher Interview Schedule from the pilot study 
was to the order of the questions. These were reordered to reflect the revised sequence of 
constructs in the main phase Teacher Attitudes Survey. 
The Student Interview Schedule contained 25 questions focused on obtaining 
information pertaining to individual perceptions of inclusion, both at the school level and 
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at the class level. Questions probing how much and what level of inclusive opportunity 
was actually desired by individual students were asked. Finally, perceived relationships 
with their class teacher and nominated peers were investigated. 
The Peer Group Interview Schedule contained 22 questions designed to elicit 
individual perceptions of friendship, disability and disability legislation (see Appendix T). 
Initial questions asked about themselves and their school. These were followed by 
questions about friendship, including one question designed to elicit a response relating to 
the target student of the case study. This question asked “You mentioned/didn’t mention 
[student] as a friend. Tell me about him/her”. The remaining questions probed their 
understanding of disability, with the final item a hypothetical scenario investigating peers’ 
attitude toward disability in order to elicit possible sources of information that had shaped 
their perspective (Siperstein et al., 2007) (see Appendix T). The researcher asked each peer 
group, “I want you to imagine a new student came to your school and he had a disability. 
What would you do if you saw other students making fun of him? Talking about him 
behind his back?” Further probes asked for clarification of information sources (i.e., 
television, read a book, exposure to a friend or relative) relative to each group.  
The use of the term disability within the peer group interviews was a contextually 
relevant one, as it is the term used within Australian legislation (see Disability Standards 
for Education (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 2005) and policy 
frameworks of the New South Wales public education sector. Further, the use of the term 
disability with school-aged students has been well documented (Freitag & Dunsmuir, 
2015; Macmillan, Tarrant, Abraham, & Morris, 2014; Mavropoulou & Sideridis, 2014) 
thus was considered appropriate for use in this interview.  
 
5.3.3 Observations.  Both teacher and student observations utilised a semi-
structured approach with each participant in their classroom, at a time of convenience to 
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the teacher. The role of the researcher was of non-participant observer, sitting at a table at 
the back of the room. Each teacher was observed six times, as was each student participant. 
This increase in number from the number of observations in the pilot study (n = 3) was to 
obtain a greater breadth of data from which to make purposeful judgements. The total time 
of each observation for teacher participants was sixty minutes, broken into four 
consecutive 15-minute intervals. Analysis of the EBASS observational data from the pilot 
study resulted in a percentage frequency of observed behaviours only. In an attempt to 
provide a more authentic representation of teacher and student behaviour, each interval 
was broken into ten minutes of computer recording followed immediately by five minutes 
of qualitative anecdotal recording.  
The focus of observations for student participants was around the observable 
behaviours of inclusion, social interaction, peer interaction and response to teacher 
behaviours (Doble & Magill-Evans, 1992). Each of the five student participants was 
observed six times and the total time of each observation for student participants was 30 
minutes. 
As with the teacher observations, student observation took place in the classroom. 
The researcher sat at the back of the classroom and recorded the social engagements of the 
target student, using the four enactment skills of social interaction: acknowledging skills, 
sending skills, timing skills, and coordinating skills (Doble & Magill-Evans, 1992) 
prescribed in the Student Observation Schedule, and described previously in Chapter 3. 
Each 30-minute observation was scored at one-minute intervals against each of the 
behaviours of the four enactment skills of social interaction. Recording consisted of a tick 
in the interval column against any listed behaviour or action observed at each minute, 
followed by a number from one to four describing the quality of the behaviour or action. 
Notes were also recorded on the observation schedule when required to give clarity or 
explanation to the interval observation.  
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5.4 Procedure 
Figure 8 (p. 143), illustrated the revised design of the main phase of this research. 
The remainder of this chapter will examine this design, discussing both the implementation 
of the Teacher Attitudes Survey and the five case studies that together, form the main phase 
of this research.  
 
5.4.1 Questionnaire.  The Teacher Attitudes Survey was designed to identify 
attitudes in primary teachers that supported the social success for students with a diagnosis 
of Asperger Syndrome, placed in regular education classrooms in NSW schools. The main 
phase of the research saw the distribution of the Teacher Attitudes Survey to 230 primary 
general education teachers from six schools. 
At each school, the Principal was the first point of contact. The researcher made an 
appointment to speak with the Principal and used this meeting to introduce the research 
and discuss the ethical considerations addressed in the Participant Information Sheets (see 
Appendix L and Appendix M). Following their agreement to participate, the Principal of 
each case study school introduced the researcher to school staff before any observations 
and interviews began. At this time, school staff were made aware of the purposes of the 
research and invited to participate through the completion of the questionnaire. Each 
Principal was asked to nominate a staff meeting date for this administration of the 
questionnaire to occur.  
At each school staff meeting, the researcher introduced the questionnaire to the 
participants and drew their attention to the Participant Information Sheet (see Appendix K) 
attached to the front of the questionnaire. This addressed voluntary participation, informed 
consent, confidentiality, anonymity and privacy should they agree to participate. The 
researcher then left the room. Completed questionnaires were handed to a nominated 
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member of staff who placed them in a sealed envelope before returning them to the 
researcher ready for storage in a secure location for analysis. 
 
5.4.2 Case studies.  At the five participating primary schools the researcher 
collected data across a three-month period from June to August in 2001. The month of 
June saw all data collected for CS1 and CS2. Each day the researcher was in one of these 
classrooms, observing either the teacher or the student or interviewing one of the ‘key 
player’ participants. During this same time period, all but four observations for CS3 were 
also completed. At CS3 school the teacher was absent a number of days due to absences 
with school sport supervision and sickness. These frequent absences from school resulted 
in the rescheduling of CS3-T visits to accommodate for this. Ten days in July were spent at 
CS4 School collecting data. This was followed by a nine-day data collection period for 
CS5 School. Data collection was completed in the final week of August with the final 
observations made for CS3-T.  
5.4.2.1 Interviews.  Prior to the interviews, teacher participants were issued a 
Participant Information Sheet (see Appendix L) detailing ethical requirements and consent 
procedures. Teachers then signed a consent form (see Appendix M) agreeing to be part of 
the study and to being audio-taped as part of data collection. Parents of all student 
participants, target students and nominated peers, were issued with a Participant 
Information Sheet (see Appendix N) detailing ethical considerations for their child and 
consent procedures. Parents then gave written consent for their child to be observed and 
interviewed by the researcher with consent for audiotaping their child’s responses (see 
Appendix O).  
Interviews were conducted at each participant’s school at a time of convenience to 
all involved. The four Principals proved to be the most flexible with their timing, able to fit 
into the schedule of observations that had been agreed to with teachers. All five teachers 
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nominated to be interviewed during their release time off class, with interviews taking 
place in the staffroom or in an empty classroom. All student participants, including the 
nominated peer group, were interviewed in their classrooms during the lunch break, with 
the classroom teacher maintaining line of sight of the students and researcher, but far 
enough away so to be out of earshot. 
All interviews were audio-taped and shortly thereafter, professionally transcribed 
verbatim, which allowed for the keeping of an accurate account of responses, to record 
incidental information and to identify major themes in terms of the constructs underlying 
the research. All participants were asked at the beginning of the interview if they agreed to 
be tape-recorded. All agreed to this request.  
 
5.4.2.2 Observations.  Prior to interviews and observations being conducted, the 
researcher contacted each teacher participant to discuss the research. A tentative schedule 
of observations was established based on feedback from each teacher. Consideration was 
given to occasions when the teacher was not on class; for example, during release time 
when the class had another teacher, sport, assembly, scripture, library and during planned 
absences for the teacher. This was particularly important for CS3-T who was planning to 
be away from school for two non-consecutive weeks during the school term. Once this 
schedule was designed, a copy was given to each teacher and the school Principal for their 
records.  
Observations took place in the classroom of the targeted participants at a time of 
their convenience, which varied between participants throughout the school day. The role 
of the researcher was of non-participant observer, sitting at a table at the back of the room 
with a computer to record behaviours using the EBASS for teacher participants and a 
clipboard with copied observation schedules to record the behaviours of each student 
participant.   
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Figure 9.  Taxonomy of MS-CISSAR used to undertake observation of teacher and student interactions within classrooms. 
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Observable teacher behaviour was once again recorded using the MS-CISSAR 
categories of teacher behaviour, student behaviour and ecology, as shown in Figure 9 
below. These interval categories, Interval 1 – ecology, Interval 2 - teacher behaviours, and 
Interval 3 – student behaviours, were scored every 20 seconds. At 20 seconds a beep would 
sound indicating a new interval had begun, hence a new category to code. The researcher 
wore headphones to prevent the beep from becoming a distraction to the students. In one 
minute, each of the three categories was scored. This scoring cycle continued up to ten 
minutes at which time the observer switched to qualitative anecdotal recording for five 
minutes. This process was followed for each of the four x 15-minute intervals that were 
made for each observation. 
Student observations were made using the observation schedule developed to record 
the observable behaviours of inclusion, social interaction, peer interaction and response to 
teacher behaviours (see Appendix U). Observations began with a recording of 
environmental descriptors, including student seating arrangements and teaching mode, 
such as group work or individual tasks. Using the observation schedule and an electronic 
timer, the researcher then coded against the categories shown in Table 9 at one-minute 
intervals for 30 minutes. The timer would sound on the minute, at which time the 
researcher would code the behaviour displayed by inserting a tick in the interval column 
against any listed behaviour or action observed, followed by a number from 1 to 4 
describing the quality of the behaviour or action, using the following scale:  
1-Deficit – performance disrupting social interaction/opportunity 
2-Ineffective - performance disturbing social interaction/opportunity 
3-Questionable - performance not supporting social interaction/opportunity 
4-Competent - performance facilitating social interaction/opportunity 
Notes were also recorded on the observation schedule when required, to give clarity 
or explanation to the interval observation. A column at the side of the observation schedule 
allowed for comments to be written throughout the observation period. As with the teacher 
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observations, student observation took place in the classroom. As in the case of the teacher 
observations, the researcher sat at the back of the classroom as a non-participant observer 
and scored the behaviours of the target student using the prescribed Student Observation 
Schedule. 
 
Table 9 
Interval Categories for Student Observation Schedule 
Interval 1: 
Acknowledging 
Skills 
Interval 2: 
Sending Skills 
Interval 3: 
Timing Skills 
Interval 4: 
Coordinating 
Skills 
Interval 5: 
Turns 
Looks  
Confirms 
Touches 
Greets 
Answers 
Questions 
Complies 
Encourages 
Extends 
Clarifies 
Sets limits 
Thanks 
Concludes 
Times response 
Speaks fluently 
Takes turns 
Times duration 
Completes 
Approaches 
Places self 
Assumes position 
Matches language 
Discloses 
Express emotion 
Eye contact 
Self talk 
 
Chapters 6, 7 and 8 will present the results of the main phase of this study, with a 
detailed examination of the data from both the Teacher Attitudes Survey and the five case 
studies. A discussion of these results will then follow in Chapter 9, thereby providing 
responses to the research questions.  
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CHAPTER SIX 
Main Phase Results: Teacher Attitudes Survey 
The previous chapter introduced the revised Teacher Attitudes Survey, the interview 
schedules and observational instruments designed to investigate teacher, student, Principal 
and peer group awareness of and attitude toward the social inclusion of students diagnosed 
with Asperger Syndrome. This chapter will report on the main phase investigation of 
teacher attitudes undertaken through the Teacher Attitudes Survey. 
The questionnaire consisted of three sections: seven initial questions seeking 
demographic information; 24 Likert response items which sought participant responses to a 
series of statements about their attitude toward and knowledge of Asperger Syndrome, 
their understanding of social inclusion and the academic climate in which they were 
working; and, a third section consisting of 10 open-ended questions which asked for a 
more detailed response to these constructs.  
In an attempt to determine if the revisions to the Teacher Attitudes Survey had indeed 
enhanced its internal consistency, a staggered implementation of the revised questionnaire 
was undertaken. A convenience sample of 43 primary education teachers from two schools 
completed the survey at the request of the researcher. Once completed surveys were 
returned, the responses were coded and entered onto an Excel spreadsheet before transfer 
to SPSS for detailed analysis.  
Responses to the first 31 questions were coded prior to analysing the questionnaire 
data. The seven introductory demographic questions were coded from 0 upwards, to 
correspond with the number of responses given. For example, Question 1 asked for gender, 
with possible responses being male (coded 0) or female (coded 1). Question 7 however, 
asked for current employment position. Responses to this question were coded from no 
response (coded 0) through to other (coded 10). 
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For the 24 Likert response items, each answer category was given a designated code 
number. The 12 positively weighted items (2, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24) were 
coded: Strongly Agree – 4, Agree – 3, Undecided – 2, Disagree – 1, Strongly Disagree – 0. 
The 12 negatively weighted items (1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 12, 13, 17, 19, 21, 22) were coded: 
Strongly Agree – 0, Agree – 1, Undecided – 2, Disagree – 3, Strongly Disagree – 4.  
The data were then cleaned before undertaking an analysis of the internal reliability 
of the 24 Likert response items. Using SPSS, the Cronbach Alpha was calculated and 
returned a value of .829. This value indicated a positive “average correlation among all of 
the items that make up the scale” (Pallant, 2010, p. 6). Given this result, the researcher felt 
confident that the revised Teacher Attitudes Survey was now reliable. Once this result was 
established, the questionnaire was then distributed to the remaining participants for 
completion.  
A total of 230 questionnaires were distributed. Of these, 201 were returned and used 
in analysis. The high response rate, 87%, can be attributed to the use of a face-to-face 
survey. The researcher overcame the noted detriments attached to face-to-face surveys, 
such as high labour costs and travel expenses (Salant & Dillman, 1994) by using 
participants from the schools in which the case studies were being undertaken. All 
completed questionnaires were coded with a number when received. To align with the 
intent of the instrument to establish the general attitudes of primary teachers toward social 
inclusion and under the conditions in which ethical approval was obtained, the researcher 
did not code surveys by school. Possible implications of this decision will be addressed as 
part of discussion of the limitations of the study. When all completed questionnaires were 
returned to the researcher, they were cleaned to eliminate any illegal code values or invalid 
responses. Reasons for deletion included the omission of a response (coded 999) and 
giving two or more responses to an individual item (coded 888). Codes from completed, 
valid questionnaires were entered onto a spread-sheet with each coding score recorded 
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against the question and item number. When scores were entered, a number of analyses 
were undertaken using the data analysis package SPSS Version 21. Analysis began with an 
investigation of general descriptives.  
 
6.1 Teacher Attitudes Survey: Demographic Data  
An initial descriptive analysis of the demographic data for teachers was done on a 
variable-by-variable basis, with some item analysis of key variables. Frequency 
distributions were used to summarise and represent the demographic data obtained from 
the questionnaire. Table 10 reports a majority of female participants (n=155) compared to 
male participants (n=35). Eleven respondents did not provide their gender. In total, one 
third of all participants in the study were aged between 21 and 30 years, with one third of 
total female participants and half of the total number of male participants found in this age 
group. The remaining male participants reported their age as between 31 to 40 and 51+ 
years equally (n=8), with a small number (n=3) aged 41 to 50 years. The ages of the 
remaining two thirds of female participants was spread evenly among the three older age 
groups. 
Of the total 201 respondents, over half (n=109) had less than ten years teaching 
experience in general education settings, 10% had between ten and fifteen years general 
teaching experience and 28% had more than fifteen years of general education teaching 
experience. Sixty-eight percent of male respondents (n=24) reported as having less than ten 
years teaching experience, with all but two of the remaining male participants having 15+ 
years of general education teaching experience (n=9).  
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Table 10 
Teacher Attitudes Survey Demographic Information 
Demographic  Male Female Total (%) 
Age 22-30 16 45 61 (30.3) 
31-40 8 36 44 (21.9) 
41-50 3 38 41 (20.4) 
51+ 8 36 44 (21.9) 
Missing   11 (5.5) 
TOTAL   35 155 190 (11) 
Teaching 
experience 
general 
education 
<5 years 14 41 55 (27.4) 
5-10 years 10 44 54 (26.9) 
10-15 years 2 18 20 (9.9) 
15+ years 9 48 57 (28.4) 
Missing   15 (7.5) 
TOTAL   35 151 201 
Teaching 
experience 
special 
education 
None 18 74 92 (45.8) 
< 5 years 14 36 50 (24.9) 
5-10 years 3 24 27 (13.4) 
10-15 years 0 9 9 (4.5) 
15+ years 0 7 7 (3.5) 
Missing   16 (8.0) 
TOTAL   35 150 201 
Qualifications 
general 
education 
Other 0 7 7 (3.5) 
Undergrad preservice 22 82 104 (51.7) 
Postgrad preservice 5 33 38 (18.9) 
Postgraduate 3 2 5 (2.5) 
Missing   47 (23.4) 
TOTAL   30 124 154 (47) 
Qualifications 
special 
education 
None 30 126 156 (77.6) 
Undergraduate 0 6 6 (3.0) 
Postgraduate 4 21 25 (12.4) 
Missing   14 (7.0) 
TOTAL   34 153 201 
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Table 10 (cont.) 
Teacher Attitudes Survey Demographic Information 
Factor  Male Female Total (%) 
Current 
employment 
Special Education Teacher 1 13 14 (6.9) 
Classroom Teacher 22 68 90 (44.8) 
Specialist Teacher (English as a 
Second Language, Language, 
Relief from Face to Face, Art, 
Library) 
2 11 13 (6.5) 
Support Teacher (Support 
Teacher Learning Assistance, 
Learning and Support Teacher, 
Reading Recovery) 
1 16 17 (8.4) 
Part Time, Casual, Temporary 
Teacher 0 11 11 (5.5) 
Early Childhood Teacher 0 4 4 (2.0) 
Teacher Retraining in Special 
Education 3 8 11 (5.5) 
Executive (Principal, Assistant 
Principal, Head Teacher) 6 7 13 (6.5) 
Teacher’s Aide 0 6 6 (3.0) 
Other (student, homemaker, 
unemployed, Case manager, 
Education Officer) 
1 7 8 (4.0) 
Missing   14 (6.9) 
TOTAL   36 151 201 
 
Reported teaching experience for female participants was evenly spread across three 
of the four options. The majority of female participants (n=48) reported as having more 
than 15 years experience in general education settings. This option was closely followed 
by female teachers who reported as having 5–10 years experience (n=44) and early career 
teachers with less than five years experience (n=41). The remaining 18 female participants 
reported having between 10 and 15 years of general education teaching experience.  
When reporting their special education teaching experience, 46% of the total 
respondents (n=142) indicated they had no experience in this area, with a further 25% 
(n=50) indicating experience of less than five years. Only seven participants responded as 
having more than 15 years experience teaching in special education settings.  
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When reporting their teaching qualifications, 70% (n=142) had an undergraduate or 
postgraduate entry preservice general education degree, with five participants reporting 
completion of a postgraduate general education qualification. Seventy-eight percent 
(n=156) of total participants had no qualifications in special education. Of these, six had an 
undergraduate and 25 a postgraduate qualification.  
Finally, as was expected due to the purposeful sample selection, when asked to 
nominate their current employment position, all but 28 participants were in teaching 
related positions. Six of these non-teaching participants reported as Teacher’s Aides, with 
eight others nominating various educational roles such as case manager and education 
officer. Fourteen participants declined to give a response to this item. 
 
6.2 Teacher Attitudes Survey: Likert Response Items  
The second section of the questionnaire, the 24 Likert response items, were initially 
analysed to test the internal reliability of the Teacher Attitudes Survey. All returned 
questionnaires were used in this analysis. Using SPSS, the Cronbach Alpha was calculated 
and returned a figure of .842. It appeared the introduction of the midpoint into the Likert 
response scale enhanced the internal consistency of the revised questionnaire, as predicted. 
Further, the Item - Total Statistics table (see Appendix V) produced as part of this 
reliability analysis reported a stable internal consistency, returning a Cronbach Alpha of 
between .824 and .848 for the deletion of any item. However, as was noted in Chapter 3, 
there exist a number of criticisms of the use of Alpha as the sole determinant of internal 
reliability (Field, 2009; Schmidt, 1996; Shelby, 2011; Sijtsma, 2008). Therefore, a 
confirmatory factor analysis was undertaken with the questionnaire data to complement 
Cronbach alpha as this study’s measure of internal reliability. Details of this analysis are 
reported later in this chapter.  
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 Following the establishment of good internal reliability, an exploratory analysis of 
individual items was undertaken. The following discussion will detail this analysis, 
beginning with a comparison of means of individual items followed by the means of the 
four research constructs. This will be followed by a discussion focusing on inter-item 
correlations, with this section concluding with the presentation of results from a regression 
analysis and confirmatory factor analysis.  
 
6.2.1 Exploratory item analysis.  The purpose of an exploratory analysis is to 
investigate individual items to explore significant responses and identify outliers, those 
“cases with values well above or well below the majority of other cases” (Pallant, 2010, p. 
64). Results from a descriptive statistics analysis using SPSS Version 21, showed that 
participants used the response scale to the fullest, with each of the 24 items scoring a 
minimum value of 0 and a maximum value of 4.  
6.2.1.1 Analysis of mean score: Selected items.  This analysis returned mean 
scores for the 24 items of between 1.11 and 3.47. The mean scores of seven items fell on or 
below 2.00, indicating a negative attitude toward the item statements. Of these seven items, 
four were from the teacher effectiveness construct (Items 1, 2, 4, 16), two from attitudes 
toward inclusion construct (Items 12, 15), and one from the academic climate construct 
(Item 6). Six item mean scores returned greater than 3.00, indicating participant agreement 
with these item statements. Four of these items were from the social inclusion construct 
(Items 11, 14, 18, 20), and one each from the academic climate (Item 5) and attitudes 
toward inclusion constructs (Item 23).  
Item 1, which read: ‘I feel that special education teachers can best meet the needs of 
students who require significant adjustments to the curriculum’ returned the lowest mean 
of 1.11. The low mean of this negatively weighted item indicated agreement by teachers 
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with this statement. A standard deviation (.884) revealed consistency amongst teachers in 
their agreement with this response.  
A cross-tab analysis of Item 1 using qualifications and level of experience of 
respondents was undertaken. As was expected from past research (Moberg, 2003; Roberts, 
2004) teachers with less than ten years teaching experience and undergraduate pre-service 
qualifications reported the most agreement with this statement. It appeared that teaching 
experience in a special education setting was the factor that resulted in disagreement with 
Item 1, since 32% of participants (n = 24) who reported as having experience scored this 
item more positively. 
Item 23 returned the highest mean of 3.47. This statement read, ‘Ongoing access to 
professional learning opportunities regarding the inclusion of students with Asperger 
Syndrome is essential’. Clearly, the high mean of this positively weighted item indicated 
high agreement by teachers with this statement. A low standard deviation (.700) revealed 
consistency amongst participants in their agreement with this response.  
6.2.1.2 Analysis of mean score: Survey constructs.  A comparison of means of 
each of the research constructs was then undertaken (Table 11). This analysis sought to 
determine an initial overview of teacher’s attitudes toward inclusion, their effectiveness in 
supporting students with Asperger Syndrome, the academic climate in which they were 
employed, and their understandings of social inclusion.  
Results showed that three of the constructs; attitudes toward inclusion, academic 
climate, and social inclusion returned positive mean scores. Teacher effectiveness, 
however, returned a mean score of 1.97, placing it on the negative side of the scale, 
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Table 11  
Teacher Attitudes Survey Construct Means 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Teacher Effectiveness 194 .29 3.57 1.9794 .60469 
Attitude toward Inclusion 197 .83 4.00 2.3291 .59867 
Academic Climate 196 .40 3.80 2.4214 .62573 
Social Inclusion 194 1.17 4.00 3.1091 .38500 
Valid N (listwise) 187     
 
indicating teachers felt less positive in supporting students with Asperger Syndrome. This 
result was felt by the researcher to warrant further investigation.  
As stated above, four of the seven items that measured teacher effectiveness returned 
mean scores of or less than 2.00.  Item 1, discussed previously, reported that teachers felt 
special educators were best suited to meet the needs of students who required significant 
adjustments to the curriculum. The mean score returned for Item 16, 1.86, supported this 
belief of teachers in their disagreement to the statement, ‘I feel that mainstream teachers 
possess skills and experience needed to work with students with Asperger Syndrome in 
mainstream classrooms’.  
Item 2, ‘I have the instructional background to teach students with Asperger 
Syndrome effectively’ returned a mean score of 2.00 with Item 4, ‘In-class support is 
essential for me to successfully include students with Asperger Syndrome’ scoring a mean 
value of 1.31. The low mean of this negatively weighted item indicated agreement by 
teachers with this statement. This result supports findings from previous studies (Kasari et 
al, 2011; Symes & Humphrey, 2011) that reported teachers needed additional assistance to 
effectively include and support students with special education needs in their classrooms.  
Item 19, mean score 2.08, indicated teachers were undecided as to their knowledge 
of Asperger Syndrome but their response to Item 10, ‘I am aware of instructional practices 
that assist me in catering to the needs of students with Asperger Syndrome’ returned a 
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mean score of 2.65, indicating a somewhat positive understanding of effective instructional 
practices. Further, teachers reported disagreement with Item 21 (mean 2.86), ‘The success 
of including students with Asperger Syndrome in my classroom is beyond my control’, 
revealing that they valued knowledge and ownership of their role in the inclusion of 
students with Asperger Syndrome into their classrooms. Overall, teachers’ level of 
confidence about having students with Asperger Syndrome in their classes and their 
perceived levels of preparedness in catering for such students was found to be less than 
positive. This result is concerning given research that posits high levels of teacher self-
efficacy and preparedness are critical for successful teaching and learning (Erdem & 
Demirel, 2007; Segall & Campbell, 2014). Exploration of the qualitative data obtained 
through the case studies may provide greater explanation of this outcome. 
The mean score for the social inclusion construct was 3.91, which indicated teachers 
had an overall very strong, positive response to the construct. Of the six items that 
measured this construct, four returned a mean score of greater than 3.0 with the remaining 
two scoring 2.88 (Item 8) and 2.66 (Item 22) respectively. Five of the six items also 
reported a low standard deviation of between .625 and .738, which indicated consistency 
amongst teachers in their responses. The item that received the lowest mean, Item 22, also 
had the greatest variability around the mean, with a standard deviation of .817.  This 
negatively weighted item read: ‘I feel students in my class socially reject students with 
Asperger Syndrome’. A mean score of 2.66 signified teachers’ tendency to disagree with 
this statement.  
The strong mean scores for the remaining five items of the social inclusion construct 
represented teachers’ awareness of ‘The social well-being of students’ (Item 11, mean 
3.37) and ‘The individual social needs of students’ (Item 14, mean 3.07) and demonstrated 
their recognition of the importance of ‘Facilitating opportunities for enhancing social 
engagement’ (Item 8, mean 2.88), and ‘providing socially inclusive opportunities’ (Item 
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20, mean 3.24) for students with Asperger Syndrome. These responses reflect the literature 
addressing the importance of teacher provision and instruction of social opportunities for 
students with Asperger Syndrome (e.g., Stitchter et al., 2012). Despite these positive 
responses, teachers agreed that ‘Professional learning is important in assisting me to 
promote social opportunities for students with Asperger Syndrome in my classroom 
environment’ (Item 18, mean 3.4). Examination of the qualitative data returned through the 
case study component of this investigation may provide greater insight into this finding.  
The remaining two constructs underpinning this research, teacher attitudes toward 
inclusion and academic climate, returned means that sat very close to the neutral position, 
albeit slightly to the positive side with mean scores of 2.3 and 2.4 respectively. This result 
indicated teachers were undecided as to their theoretical and practical perceptions of the 
inclusion of students from general special educational populations into regular education 
classrooms. Further, teachers remained undecided as to their perceptions regarding the 
presence of students with Asperger Syndrome specifically in their classes and how this 
subsequently impacted upon their delivery of content. The neutral response of participants 
to these two constructs within the Likert response items saw no further analysis undertaken 
with them at this level.  
 
6.2.2 Inter-item analysis.  The next step of statistical analysis looked at inter-
item correlations. Table 12 reports those items that returned strong, positive correlations. 
Strong correlations between items within the teacher effectiveness construct were found. 
Items 2, 10, and 19 returned correlations of between .537 and .566, indicating positive 
teacher belief in knowledge of and instructional practices for students with Asperger 
Syndrome. All three items supported similar elements of the teacher effectiveness 
construct and thus a significant correlation between them was expected. 
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Table 12 
Teacher Attitudes Survey Inter-Item Correlations  
Item 
(Construct) 
Statement (Weighting) 2 
(TE) 
3 
(AI) 
7 
(AC) 
10 
(TE) 
13 
(AI) 
19 
(TE) 
2 
(TE) 
I have the instructional 
background to teach students 
with Asperger Syndrome 
effectively (P) 
   .537 .594  
3 
(AI) 
Having students in with 
Asperger Syndrome in my 
class may hold back other 
students (N)  
  .603    
7 
(AC) 
The inclusion of students with 
Asperger Syndrome adversely 
influences the learning climate 
of my classroom (N) 
 .603     
10 
(TE) 
I am aware of instructional 
practices that assist me in 
catering to the needs of 
students with Asperger 
Syndrome (P) 
    .508 .554 
12 
(AI) 
My knowledge of the 
Disability Standards for 
Education is limited (N) 
    .658 .546 
13 
(AI) 
I am concerned I will not have 
the skills required to teach 
special education students in 
an inclusive setting (N) 
     .620 
19 
(TE) 
I feel my knowledge of 
Asperger Syndrome is limited 
(N) 
.566      
 
Similarly, Items 12 and 13 scored the strongest positive correlation of .658.  Both 
items were elements of the construct attitudes toward inclusion and requested responses to 
statements about special education policy and personal skills for teaching students with 
special education needs in an inclusive setting and so correlation between them was 
expected. 
However, significant correlations were found between items of the teacher 
effectiveness and attitudes toward inclusion constructs, including a correlation of 0.508 for 
Items 10 and 13 and .620 for Items 13 and 19.  This strong relationship between diverse 
constructs suggests that the more positive teachers feel about their abilities to support 
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students with Asperger Syndrome effectively, the more positive they feel about inclusion 
generally and vice versa.  
Table 11 showed a difference between the mean scores for the social inclusion (3.10) 
and teacher effectiveness (1.97) constructs. A paired sample t-test was undertaken using 
these two constructs, as the researcher was interested in measuring “the same person in 
terms of his/her response to two different questions” (Pallant, 2010, p. 244). The paired 
samples t-test was conducted to examine the difference between teacher’s perceptions of 
their knowledge of and effectiveness in supporting students with Asperger Syndrome and 
their attitude toward the social inclusion of these students. The paired t-test returned a 
statistically significant difference between these two constructs. The mean teacher 
effectiveness result (M = 1.09, SD = 0.60) was statistically lower than the mean social 
inclusion result (M = 3.10, SD = 0.38), t(189) = -24.99, p < 0.0001 (two-tailed). The mean 
difference in constructs was 1.12 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from -1.21 to -
1.03. The eta squared statistic (.76) indicated a large effect size (Cohen, 1988). Thus, “as 
well as being statistically significant, this effect is large and so represents a substantive 
finding” (Field, 2009, p. 332).  
 
6.2.3 Regression analysis.  A regression analysis was then undertaken to 
“explore the predictive ability of a set of independent variables on one continuous 
measure” (Pallant, 2010, p. 104). Using SPSS, each construct was used as a dependent 
variable with the demographic variables of age, teaching experience in general education 
and special education, qualifications in general education and special education and current 
employment used as independent variables. Results of the regression analysis reported the 
largest standardised Beta coefficient value (B) for each of the four constructs was from the 
variable teaching experience in special education. This variable gave the strongest unique 
contribution to the attitudes toward inclusion (AI) construct, returning a B value of 0.346. 
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Teaching experience in special education returned a slightly lower contribution to both the 
teacher effectiveness (TE) construct (B = 0.305) and the social inclusion (SI) construct (B 
= 0.303), with the least contribution to the academic climate (AC) construct (B = 0.223). 
Table 13 reports the standardised beta value, the significance value and the R square value 
for each of the four constructs following the regression analysis. 
The significance value for the teaching experience in special education variable was 
significant for each of the four constructs (see Table 13). “If the Sig. value is less than 
0.05, then the variable is making a significant unique contribution to the predication of the 
dependent variable” (Pallant, 2010, p.161). The unique contribution of the variable 
teaching experience in special education to the explanation of variance in each construct is 
reported as the value R square. Table 13 reports the R square value for each construct. 
Results from a multiple regression analysis revealed that teaching experience in special 
education made a statistically significant positive contribution to the prediction of each 
dependent variable.  
 
Table 13  
Results of a Multiple Regression Analysis of the Four Constructs  
Construct B SE B Significance R square 
Teacher Effectiveness 0.305 0.052 0.001 0.153 
Attitudes toward Inclusion 0.346 0.049 0.000 0.192 
Academic Climate 0.223 0.055 0.018 0.094 
Social Inclusion 0.303 0.033 0.001 0.134 
 
6.2.4 Exploratory factor analysis.  The final analysis performed on the Likert 
response items was an exploratory factor analysis. An exploratory factor analysis 
“provides a tool for consolidating variables and generating hypotheses about underlying 
processes” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 609). The purpose of a conducting a factor 
analysis was to test the assumption given in Chapter 2, which was that a more positive 
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teacher attitude would result in greater facilitation of socially inclusive opportunities for 
students with Asperger Syndrome. That is, the positive affective, cognitive and 
behavioural processes of the teacher would lead to greater levels of active social 
engagement of students with Asperger Syndrome with their teachers and peers. In this 
study, the factor analysis was undertaken at this point to establish  
A debate on what is a good sample size for factor analysis has been reported by a 
number of researchers (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Field, 2009; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, 
& Tatham, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For this research, the sample size was 201 
participants, so, to determine if this number would provide reliability of a factor analysis, a 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) was calculated. The KMO 
statistic returned a value of 0.815. This value, according to Field (2009), “indicates that 
patterns of correlations are relatively compact and so factor analysis should yield distinct 
and reliable factors” (p. 647).  
A second assumption of factor analysis is the factorability of the correlation matrix 
(Pallant, 2010). The correlation matrix reported a number of correlations of r = .3 or 
greater, the KMO was greater than .6, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically 
significant at p < .05. Given these results, factor analysis was deemed appropriate.  
The following report of results is presented using the structure offered by Field 
(2009, p. 671). A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the 24 items with 
oblique rotation. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in 
the data. Six components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination 
explained 58.02% of the variance. Given that Kaiser’s criterion of extracting factors is only 
one method (Field, 2009), an investigation of the scree plot was undertaken to strengthen 
the case for factor selection.  
Cattell (1966b) contended that the cut-off point for selecting factors should be at the 
point of inflection of the curve. The scree plot (Appendix W) showed inflections that 
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would justify the extraction of four factors. Given the convergence of the scree plot and 
Kaiser’s criterion on four components, this is the number of factors that were retained in 
the final analysis. An investigation of both the pattern and the structure matrices produced 
by this analysis however, revealed abstruse results. The pattern matrix revealed a mixed 
attribution of item constructs to each of the four factors. No clear construct could be 
ascribed to any factor, with the possible exception of the social inclusion construct, where 
five items of this construct fell predominantly into Factor 2. Examination of the structure 
matrix corroborated the findings of the pattern matrix, whereby several variables were 
loaded across more than one factor, with no clear relationship established.  
The four-component solution explained a total of 48.47% of the variance, with 
Factor 1 contributing 24.08%, Factor 2 contributing 11.43% and Factor 3 contributing 
6.72% and Factor 4 contributing 6.22%. To assist in the interpretation of these four factors, 
an obliminal rotation was performed (Field 2009). The rotated solution revealed all four 
factors to have a number of strong loadings with Factors 1 and 3 equally sharing the most 
variables. Table 14 composites the pattern and structure matrices produced by this 
analysis. A copy of the screeplot and the table of unrotated loadings can be found in 
Appendix W.  
The interpretation of the four factors showed social inclusion items loading strongly 
on Factor 2, with Factor 4 comprising of items only from the attitudes toward inclusion 
construct. An equal mix of teacher effectiveness, attitudes toward inclusion and academic 
climate items loading strongly on Factors 1 and 3. Factor 1 seemed to represent items 
relating to teacher self-efficacy, such as ‘I am concerned I will not have the skills required 
to teach special education students in an inclusive setting’ (Item 13) and ‘I feel it is 
difficult to adjust instruction to meet the needs of students with Asperger Syndrome’   
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Table 14  
Pattern and Structure Matrix for Principal Component Analysis with Obliminal Rotation 
of Four factor Solution of Teacher Attitudes Survey Items 
Item Pattern  
coefficients 
Structure  
coefficients 
Commu
nalities 
 Factor 
1 
Factor 
2 
Factor 
3 
Factor 
4 
Factor 
1 
Factor 
2 
Factor 
3 
Factor 
4 
 
2 TE .806    .790    .631 
13 AI .802    .806  .325  .670 
19 TE .779    .780  .309  .631 
10 TE .747    .732    .538 
12 AI .638    .680  .324  .565 
8 SI .562    .575 .367   .417 
17 AC .547    .619  .457  .522 
24 AI    .553 .362   .539 .480 
6 AC .308    .391  .346  .217 
22 SI    -.668    -.671 .515 
23 AI  .794    .751   .619 
18 SI  .738    .708   .554 
11 SI  .604    .624   .418 
20 SI .367 .480   .441 .544   .422 
14 SI .303 .421   .341 .486   .340 
4TE   .767    .750  .605 
7 AC   .670  .406  .735  .596 
3 AI   .664  .370  .711  .536 
1 TE   .601    .530  .329 
5 AC   .568  .365  .522 -.313 .458 
21 TE .300  .368  .453  .478  .408 
9 AC    -.510   .319 -.535 .364 
16 TE   .434    .454  .229 
15 AI  -.324 .504 .400  -.327 .551 .344 .568 
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(Item 17). Factor 2 represented items relating to social inclusion, such as ‘I am aware of 
the individual social needs of the students in my class’ (Item 14). Factor 3 appeared to 
represent items relating to impacts on academic achievement, such as ‘Academic 
achievement should be the primary focus of my classroom’ (Item 9) and ‘I am concerned 
with educational issues and should not be expected to deal with pupils emotional and 
behavioural problems’ (Item 5). Factor 4 represented items of the attitudes toward 
inclusion construct, such as ‘Funding support is not essential for me to successfully include 
students with Asperger Syndrome’ (Item 15). Results suggested the relationship between 
teacher efficacy and impact on academic achievement was positive, with the component 
correlation matrix (Table 15) showing a small positive correlation between factors 1 and 3 
(r = .30). Further, there appeared a limited relationship between Factor 2, which 
represented social inclusion, and each of the remaining three factors.  
 
Table 15 
Component Correlation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 
1 1.000 .169 .301 -.021 
2 .169 1.000 -.088 .027 
3 0.301 -0.088 1.000 -.087 
4 -0.21 0.027 -.087 1.000 
 
This result provides modest evidence that these primary teachers do not perceive 
social inclusion as something that needs to be taught within the educational environment. 
Further, the lack of correlational evidence between social inclusion and the other three 
constructs suggests that the teachers may not have the knowledge to do this. This finding is 
supported by data indicating the teachers were less than positive in their knowledge of how 
to support the inclusion of students. Analysis of the open-ended questions of the Teacher 
Attitudes Survey, presented later in this chapter, bears this out. Moreover, the analysis of 
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the interview and observational data presented in Chapter 8 will offer further insights on 
this finding. 
So far, this chapter has introduced the main phase investigation of teacher attitudes 
through the Teacher Attitudes Survey. Results from the first two of three sections of the 
questionnaire have been presented. Demographic information was reported, followed by 
the results of the 24 Likert response items that sought participant response to a series of 
statements about their attitude toward and knowledge of Asperger Syndrome, their 
understanding of social inclusion, and the academic climate in which they were working. 
The following section presents the results from the third section of the questionnaire 
followed by a summary of key findings from the analysis of the Teacher Attitudes Survey. 
 
6.3 Teacher Attitudes Survey: Open-ended Response Items  
The third section of the questionnaire consisted of 10 open-ended questions that 
explored teacher knowledge and understanding of social inclusion, how teachers perceived 
the presence of students with Asperger Syndrome in their regular classes and their delivery 
of content, teacher knowledge of Asperger Syndrome, and perceived professional 
development requirements for supporting the successful inclusion of students with 
Asperger Syndrome. Based on the findings from the pilot study, a final item was added to 
allow for comments. These qualitative questions were designed to gather more detailed 
teacher responses to the constructs underpinning this research, and to provide greater 
access to emergent themes regarding attitude and perception of key terms and 
understandings. 
An initial screening of the 201 participant responses found 53 questionnaires with no 
written responses to any of the ten open-ended questions. Of these, two did not nominate 
their current employment, three were employed in non-teaching roles, three reported their 
current employment as Teacher’s Aide but 45 reported as being currently employed in 
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either Support Teacher Learning Assistance or classroom teaching positions. It must be 
noted, however, that all 53 respondents circled ‘no’ in response to Item 25, “Do you 
currently have a student with Asperger Syndrome enrolled in your class?” Despite 
immediately following this option was the instruction (Go to Q27), it appeared that if 
participants answered no to Item 25, they considered the remaining questions not relevant 
and thus offered no responses. As a result, 148 questionnaires were used in the analysis of 
Section 3. If participants responded to any of the ten open-ended questions, they were 
included in this number.  
A surface content analysis was made of the responses to the ten questions. This 
analysis allowed inferences to be made that were then corroborated using other data 
collection methods (Stemler, 2001). In this case, key themes were drawn from the 
questionnaire open-ended responses, which were then used to provide a framework for the 
discussion arising from results of the case studies.  
An initial count was made of these 148 respondents as to who answered ‘yes’ to 
currently having a student with Asperger Syndrome in their class. If a participant answered 
‘yes’, they moved on to answer the next two items, 26a and 26b. If they answered ‘no’ 
then they skipped these two items and moved directly to Item 27 and continued to answer 
the remaining questions from that point. Forty-four respondents indicated they had a 
student with Asperger Syndrome currently enrolled in their class. Four of these 
participants, however, gave no response to Items 26a and 26b and thus were excluded from 
the analysis of these two items. This resulted in 40 questionnaires being used in the 
analysis of the first two open-ended questions of Section 3, recording both the preparation 
strategies that were self initiated by the teacher prior to the arrival of the nominated student 
into their classroom, and any additional assistance they received prior to this students’ 
arrival. 
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Item 26a read, “If yes, briefly outline what preparations you undertook prior to the 
arrival of this student into your classroom”. Responses to this statement fell into two 
major themes: teacher preparation for the arrival of the student, and preparation for the 
student to support their transition to the classroom. Within these two major themes, sub-
themes of academic planning and social preparations emerged.  
The most popular responses to this item were focused on the teacher and the 
preparations they took to prepare themselves for the arrival of the student with Asperger 
Syndrome. Nineteen of the 40 participants reported that looking over past records and 
assessments and talking with previous teachers was the main strategy they used to prepare 
for a student with Asperger Syndrome. Further, 13 participants reported meeting the 
student and their parents to be a common preparation strategy.  Other teacher preparation 
strategies reported by participants included: observations of the student in their current 
setting (n=3), using visuals (n=7), reading professional papers about Asperger Syndrome 
(n=3), meeting with interagency personnel (n=1), and undertaking professional 
development or courses (n=3).  
Student preparation responses were reported less than teacher preparation strategies. 
Reponses that focused on preparing the student for their arrival into the classroom 
included: orientation and transition visits to their new setting (n=6), writing social stories 
to support this transition (n=3) and meeting the student and their family to get to know 
them (n=8). Teachers reported more academic planning strategies in their preparation than 
the social preparation required for students with Asperger Syndrome.  
Academic planning preparation strategies encompassed responses such as modifying 
the academic program (n=1), setting goals and individual plans (n=4), following a 
structured routine (n=4) and adapting to students’ style of learning (n=2). Teacher 
awareness of social preparation strategies for students with Asperger Syndrome was 
reflected in responses such as taking time to establish a relationship (n=1), getting to know 
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the student’s interests and strengths (n=4) and facilitating the development of playground 
relationships (n=1).  
The next item asked for those respondents who indicated they currently had a student 
with Asperger Syndrome in their class was Item 26b, which asked “What additional 
assistance did you receive prior to the arrival of this student in your classroom?” 
Overwhelmingly, 25 of the 40 respondents said they received no assistance prior to 
receiving a student with Asperger Syndrome, with another two participants commenting, 
“not much”. One respondent (ID 20) wrote, “Parent arranged link with Autism Spectrum 
Australia for the student’s integration prior to start date. Professional development for me 
– NONE!”  
The second most reported response to receiving additional assistance, from five 
participants, was the allocation of a Teacher’s Aide. Other responses for additional 
assistance were nominated only by a single participant and included transition reports and 
observation, in-servicing, Itinerant Support Teacher Autism (ISTA), background briefing 
from Learning Support staff and help in setting up the classroom.  
The remaining eight questions of this section were analysed using the 148 valid 
questionnaires. The teacher effectiveness construct was explored through Items 26a and 
29. Responses to Item 26a, discussed above, reported a strong focus on teacher preparation 
strategies prior to the arrival of a student with Asperger Syndrome. Item 29 read, “What 
changes, if any, to your teaching will be required to effectively support a student with 
Asperger Syndrome in your classroom?” Responses fell into four primary themes no 
changes to current teaching practice, teacher behaviours/actions, environmental influences, 
and student-centred factors. 
Of the 148 valid questionnaires, 23 contained no response to Item 29. Eight 
participants indicated that they would not have to make any changes to their current 
teaching in order to support a student with Asperger Syndrome, as they would “Continue 
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as is” (ID 62). Forty-two participants reported their behaviour and actions as defining the 
changes they would have to make. Examples of responses included, “More focus on 
explicit teaching” (ID 144), “More direct, non-emotive language” (ID 67) and 
“development of IEP’s for personal goals” (ID 189). Others (n=11) reported a need for 
professional development to understand more about Asperger Syndrome and training, “In 
specific strategies to accommodate the child” (ID 60). There is commonality between this 
result and the strong agreement reported by primary teachers to the Likert scale items 
asking about professional development.  
A total of 31 participants gave responses that highlighted factors arising as student 
influences on the changes they would need to make to their teaching. A number of these 
responses reflected participant recognition of the individuality of each student with 
Asperger Syndrome. Responses such as “I would need to align my approach to the 
particular needs of the child” (ID 22) and “Clear understanding of the child’s ability” (ID 
142) highlight teacher awareness of this fact. However, other comments, such as, “Try to 
avoid known triggers” (ID 11) and “Stricter behaviour management routine” (ID 160) 
indicate a more stereotypical view of Asperger Syndrome, with a focus on inappropriate 
behaviours. This finding supports the outcomes of research regarding teacher attitudes 
toward the inclusion of students with behavioural disabilities both generally (e.g., 
Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; deBoer et al., 2011) and those with Asperger Syndrome 
(Cassimos et al., 2013; Park & Chitiyo, 2011; Rodriguez et al., 2012;).  
The greatest number of responses (n=44) reported environmental influences as 
changes to their effective teaching. Comments included the use of visuals and visual 
timetables, structured, consistent and predictable routines, planned change, social stories 
and consistency of how the classroom is set up. 
Academic climate was explored through Items 28, 31 and 32. Item 28 asked 
respondents to “Outline your responsibilities to students with Asperger Syndrome as 
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legislated by the Disability Standards for Education (2005)”. Forty nine percent of 
participants gave no response to this item (n=35), gave a response of “no idea”, “don’t 
know”, “unaware of document’ and so forth (n=33) or gave a response that indicated they 
were not confident with what they had written (n=5), for example, “inclusion??” (ID 151) 
and “unsure completely, except to cater for their needs?” (ID 140). The remaining 75 
responses fell into five clearly defined themes individual need (n=15), equity for a student 
with Asperger Syndrome (n=13), adjustment to curriculum and/or teaching (n=9), 
inclusion (n=23) and use of ‘on the same basis as’ language of the Disability Standards 
(n=15).  
A number of participants alluded to the Disability Standards as a basis for planning 
of individual needs, with responses such as “cater to their needs” (ID 20) and “planning 
and education” (ID 56). Several respondents mentioned consideration of social needs in 
their answer. For example, “To cater for the social, emotional and educational needs of 
students” (ID 1) and “concern about their social needs” (ID 184).  
Equity for students with Asperger Syndrome was reflected in those responses that 
described equality for all students irrespective of disability, for example, “participation, 
achievement, presence, acceptance” (ID 68), and “ All students should be provided equal 
access to educational opportunities such that learning outcomes are maximised” (ID 195). 
Responses that described the adjustments to curriculum and teaching theme included 
“Recognising differences and adjusting teaching practices to accommodate students” (ID 
24) and “Providing adjustments to the curriculum” (ID 178).  
Twenty-three participants commented that their responsibilities toward students with 
Asperger Syndrome as legislated by the Disability Standards for Education (2005) 
(Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 2005) were to do with inclusion. ID 84 
wrote “All students have the right to be educated in an inclusive environment” and “To 
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make an inclusive/safe environment for all children” (ID 162). This was the largest number 
of responses for any of the five identified themes.  
In their response, 15 participants used the language of the Disability Standards, such 
as on the same basis as and reasonable adjustments. For example responses such as 
“Providing access and participation to the classroom and activities on the same basis as 
students without a disability” (ID 191) and “Make reasonable adjustments to the 
curriculum to meet individual needs” (ID 173) indicated this. Eleven of these respondents 
had a qualification in special education.  
The remaining items that explored the academic climate construct were Items 31 and 
32. These items asked participants to comment on “What supports / resources do you 
receive (Item 31) or do you feel are required (Item 32) to assist in the inclusion of students 
with Asperger Syndrome into your regular classroom?” Responses to supports and 
resources that teachers received were grouped into a number of thematic categories. These 
included teacher aide time, other school personnel support, professional development, 
tangible resources, funding and no response given to the item.  
A number of the returned questionnaires had either no response given (n=50) or a 
statement saying they did not have a student with Asperger Syndrome currently in their 
class and therefore the question was not relevant (n=8). Fifteen further respondents 
answered “nil” or “none” to this statement. Of these, four had a student with Asperger 
Syndrome currently enrolled in their class. Thirty-seven participants reported receiving a 
teacher’s aide or SLSO to assist in the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. A 
further 12 participants reported receiving assistance from other school personnel, such as a 
member of the school executive, the school counsellor, and the school Learning Support 
Team.  
Professional development was reported as being received by 11 participants who 
noted “Occasional in-services and visiting speakers” (ID 21) and “School is very 
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supportive in areas of professional development and encourages teaching staff to share 
knowledge and experiences” (ID 164). Five participants reported receiving tangible 
resources to support the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome into their 
classrooms. These resources included adaptive technology, iPods, social skills programs, 
iPads, tactile toys and Boardmaker software.  
Six participants reported receiving assistance in the form of funding support. Four of 
this group however, reported that the funding allocation was “totally inadequate” (ID 23), 
“Limited” (ID 97) and “Minimal funding for planning day” (ID 20), with another 
participant reporting “If we are lucky we have funding support, if not, nothing!” (ID 25). 
Three participants used this question as an opportunity to air their views on the current 
state of play in support for teachers. From the comment, “Not enough” (ID 88) to “Very 
little support given” (ID 71). Support is required to assist with the growth and development 
of the student with Asperger Syndrome as well as the rest of the students in the class. 
Support is also important for the classroom teacher to be able to give equal opportunity for 
growth, development and learning to all students in the class (ID 112). One comment 
forcefully stated that the supports and resources received “From the school – NONE! From 
the student’s parents – MUCH!” (ID 191).  
Results from Item 32, which asked what supports and resources were required to 
assist in the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome, revealed a range of responses, 
with most participants listing more than one idea. Responses were grouped into nine 
primary themes, with each thematic group comprising a number of statements which all 
alluded to the primary theme. These thematic groups included no and unsure of response, 
professional development, extra Teacher’s Aides, time, equipment and resources, support 
(in-school, external and general), programs, funding and student focused requirements. A 
total of 30 participants gave either no response (n=24) or responded “not sure” (n=6) to 
this item. Table 16 reports the number and range of responses for each thematic group.  
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Table 16  
Participant Responses to Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 32  
Theme Responses  Number Total 
Professional 
Development 
Professional development/Staff training 
Increase knowledge of ASD/AS 
Lesson ideas 
Medical training course 
45 
8 
1 
1 
 
 
 
53 
Teacher’s Aide Additional Teacher’s Aide 
More Teacher’s Aide time 
22 
12 
 
34 
 
 
Support 
In-school 
Support teacher 
Whole school approach 
Staff awareness/flexibility/consistency 
1:1 support 
Collaboration with Learning Support Team 
Collegial support 
Itinerant support 
Links to DEC policy 
Extra counsellor time 
In-school mentors 
Talk with parents 
6 
5 
4 
3 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
28 
Support External Access to outside agencies 
Reports explained 
DEC staff work with teacher 
Early intervention 
5 
1 
1 
1 
 
 
 
8 
Support General Support 6 6 
Equipment Equipment/resources 
Technology 
12 
6 
 
18 
Time Making resources 
Planning 
8 
7 
 
15 
Funding Funding 8 8 
Programs Social skills 
Academic 
Play 
Assessment 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
 
 
4 
Student factors Information about the student 
Depends on the student 
5 
6 
 
11 
 
Item 33 asked participants “What professional development or training would you 
see as beneficial to you in supporting your inclusion of students with Asperger 
Syndrome?” Together with Item 26b, this question explored the construct of attitudes 
toward inclusion. Thirty-one participants offered no response to this item and only one 
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participant felt no need for any professional development, “I feel I have adequate PD at the 
moment” (ID 183). All other participants gave a response to this item, with some providing 
more than one suggestion. Most responses (n=35) were for professional development in the 
area of effective, evidence-based teaching strategies. The second most requested area for 
professional development was for knowledge about Asperger Syndrome and current 
information about it (n=29). 
Other frequently reported responses were professional development in the area of 
social skills training and engagement (n=9), behaviour support for students with Asperger 
Syndrome (n=8), training in special education (n=7), networking and hands-on workshops 
(n=6) and professional speakers (e.g., Tony Attwood, Sue Larkey) which returned five 
responses. Thirteen respondents requested professional development on “anything”, with 
one stating “as much as possible” (ID 112). A table showing the full catalogue of 
responses can be found in Appendix X.  
Three open-ended items explored the social inclusion construct. Items 27, 30 and 34. 
Item 27 asked participants “What do you believe are the three most important factors that 
promote positive social involvement for students with Asperger Syndrome in a mainstream 
education setting?” Thirteen participants gave no response to this item and one more 
offered “Not a lot of knowledge in this area” (ID 139). Of the remaining 134 respondents, 
13 gave only two responses and nine only one response. The remaining participants all 
gave three responses to this item. Figure 10 below illustrates through the use of a word 
cloud the prominence of specific responses to this item, with those more frequently 
reported responses represented as larger sized words.  
The three most prolific responses to Item 27 were “inclusion” (n=28), social skills 
training (n=27) and a structure/routine (n=23). Other frequently provided responses 
included “explicit teaching” (n=19), “ support” (n=14), “acceptance by teacher, peers, 
staff” (n=12), “educate peers” (n=12), “knowledge of student” (n=10), “professional 
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learning” (n=9), “structured social environment” (n=9) and “professional learning” (n=9). 
A table of all participant responses to Item 27, with frequency counts can be found in 
Appendix Y.  
 
 
Figure 10.  A word cloud that illustrates the frequency of participant responses to Item 27 
of the Teacher Attitudes Survey.  
Responses to Item 30, “Briefly outline how you foster/promote social engagement in 
your classroom” were again numerous and varied. Only eight participants gave no 
response to this item. The remaining responses fell into two types of approaches: direct and 
focused strategies and more nebulous, intangible types of approaches. The direct 
approaches included group work, modeling of appropriate behaviours, explicit teaching of 
social skills, peer support and mentoring, social skills and school-based programs, 
structured play, social stories, and the use of visuals. Examples of the intangible 
approaches to fostering or promoting social engagement included circle time, fun 
activities, environmental considerations, respect, role-plays and valuing difference. The 
most nominated approach to promoting social engagement was group work (n=42), with 
direct approaches reported two and a half times more than the intangible approaches. 
Figure 11 provides a visual representation of all participant responses to Item 30. Once 
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again, those more frequently reported responses are represented as larger sized words. A 
table of all participant responses to Item 30, with frequency counts can be found in 
Appendix Z.  
 
 
Figure 11.  A word cloud that illustrates the frequency of participant responses to 
supporting/promoting social engagement in the classroom.  
The final item exploring the social inclusion construct was Item 34. One hundred and 
fourteen participants gave a variety of responses to “What do you believe social inclusion 
is for students with Asperger Syndrome in a mainstream education setting?” Analysis of 
responses to this item revealed themes of equality, inclusion, opportunity, and acceptance, 
framed in language of subjectivity. For example, over half of participants used terms such 
as “meaningful”, “valued”, “positive”, and “ successful” but gave no explanation as to 
what these terms meant.  
Responses that alluded to social inclusion as an issue of equality used the term to 
refer to equity of access and participation in all aspects of school life, such as “Equal 
participation in all activities” (ID 200) and “Treat them the same as everyone else. Let 
them be heard and acknowledged” (ID 94). Inclusion and acceptance were the two primary 
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themes of response from participants, with comments such as “An environment where the 
student is not only included in mainstream education but an effort (programs in place) is 
made to look after the social well-being of the child” (ID 164) and “That they are accepted 
by all students and staff within a classroom on all levels as another student who has 
varying needs and abilities” (ID 120).  
The majority of comments, such as “when students with ASD do not stand out as 
being different” (ID 68), “now they are medicated they can engage socially” (ID 69) and 
“The ability to blend in a variety of settings without being too obvious by refusals or 
outstandingly different behaviours” (ID 77) placed the success of social inclusion onto the 
student themselves. Participant 187 reported social inclusion for students with Asperger 
Syndrome was, 
[The] ability to communicate effectively with peers both in the classroom and 
the playground. Express their wants and needs but also listen to others. Be a 
part of the class and understand rules. Know how to approach peers and ask to 
be included in an activity and to express respectfully when they are unhappy. 
Communicate and ask for help from adults in a socially appropriate manner.  
These responses contrasted significantly with those participant responses that 
intimated ownership of successful social inclusion as the combined responsibility of the 
school community. For example, “If educators pay enough attention and employ 
appropriate strategies and methods, students with Asperger Syndrome can successfully 
benefit from the mainstream education setting” (ID 188), “The school recognising that they 
belong and are respected and not radically being changed or forced to adapt to a narrow set 
of guidelines” (ID 24), and “Being accepted as a valued member of the class and school 
community” (ID 127).  
One participant (ID 27) reported bullying as a result of social inclusion with another 
commenting that “I think the nature of the syndrome makes it almost impossible to 
mainstream many Asperger children” (ID 16) and another offering “Probably just a 
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tokenistic name in practice” (ID 201). The final responses to this item which are worthy to 
note, came from participant 97, who wrote that social inclusion for students with Asperger 
Syndrome in a mainstream education setting was “essential” and participant 184 “It would 
benefit both students with and without disabilities”. A summary table of all responses to 
Item 34 can be found in Appendix AA. 
Item 35 was provided for participants to make a comment if they wished. Sixteen 
responses were given to this item. Responses addressed lack of adequate funding and “ad 
hoc” funding arrangements, little exposure to students with Asperger Syndrome, lack of 
support and assistance from DEC, the variability between students who have the same 
Asperger Syndrome diagnosis and the importance of valuing diversity. One participant 
gave a final comment, “I personally feel the severe Asperger’s children and autism 
children should not be mainstreamed” (ID 63). An interesting comment worthy of 
consideration but which lay outside the scope of this current study. 
 
6.4 Conclusion 
This chapter has presented the results from the implementation of the Teacher 
Attitudes Survey. These results revealed a number of key outcomes central to the responses 
to the questions that guided this study. The principal outcomes that emerged were: the 
impact of experience and qualifications on teacher attitudes, the necessity for 
professional development, teacher request for support, low teacher self efficacy in 
educating students with Asperger Syndrome, limited knowledge of disability legislation, 
and, the positive recognition of students’ social well-being.  
Literature reports that educators with more years of teaching experience (Segall & 
Campbell, 2014) and those who hold qualifications in special education (Avramidis et al., 
2000a) hold more positive attitudes toward inclusion. Results from analysis of the Likert 
scale items of the Teacher Attitudes Survey reported that primary teachers with less 
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experience and no qualifications in special education perceived themselves as less able to 
include students with Asperger Syndrome in their class. Further, regression analysis 
showed that the variable, ‘teaching experience in special education’ returned a significant 
positive contribution to all four constructs of this study. 
When investigating the impacts of professional development on the inclusion of 
students with Asperger Syndrome in mainstream or regular education classrooms, Lindsay 
and colleagues (2014) argue, “Teachers are committed to professional development as a 
way of developing existing as well as new inclusive practices” (p. 109). Results from the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey highlighted the recognition by primary teachers of the need for 
ongoing professional development in their quest to support the inclusion of students with 
Asperger Syndrome. A range of qualitative responses supported the consistently high 
agreement of participants with the Likert scale items querying the necessity of professional 
learning. Participants indicated a need for professional learning in the areas of inclusion 
and provision of social opportunity for students with Asperger Syndrome alongside in-
services in effective, evidence-based teaching strategies for these students.  
Requests for additional support and resources to support the inclusion of students 
with Asperger Syndrome was another factor to feature prominently in participant 
responses. Primary teachers reported in-class support as essential to their inclusive 
practice. Qualitative responses gave address to a variety of support modes. Teacher Aides 
(TA) and paraprofessionals were all noted as supports for inclusion. Giangreco and Broer 
(2005) however, suggest that the use of support staff actually hinder social participation of 
students with disabilities by interfering in their interactions with typically developing 
peers. Further exploration of the qualitative data returned through the case study 
component of this investigation may provide greater insight into this finding. Extra 
financial support and additional resources (e.g., equipment, technology) were also noted as 
necessary supports to support inclusion. Lindsay et al. (2013) describe this lack of 
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resources as a “structural barrier” (p. 356) to the inclusion of students with an Autism 
Spectrum Disorder.  
 The construct of teacher effectiveness measured the level of confidence teachers had 
about having students with Asperger Syndrome in their classes and their professional 
knowledge in the area of Asperger Syndrome. Data from the Teacher Attitudes Survey 
reported low teacher self-efficacy in educating students with Asperger Syndrome. Primary 
teachers reported they did not have the skills required to teach students with Asperger 
Syndrome in their regular education class and were undecided as to their level of 
knowledge about the disability. Segall and Campbell (2012) posit a possible explanation 
for this ambivalence regarding teachers’ knowledge about Asperger Syndrome. They argue 
that teachers have some knowledge about Autism Spectrum Disorders but this knowledge 
is often inaccurate and misinformed. Further investigations within the qualitative case 
study component will contribute to further exploration of this construct. 
The Disability Standards for Education (2005) (Commonwealth Attorney General’s 
Department, 2005) mandate that in Australian educational institutions, students with 
disabilities have the right to participate in an educational program “on the same basis” as 
any other student (p. 17). Participant responses to items in the Teacher Attitudes Survey 
that addressed this legislation intimated primary teachers in this sample had limited 
knowledge of the Standards, with most reporting they had never heard of this legislation. 
The Report on the Review of the Disability Standards for Education 2005 (Department of 
Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 2012) returned findings in support of 
this lack of legislative knowledge, stating, “general awareness across education sectors, 
users and providers and the general community about the Standards is considered low” (p. 
vii).  
Another significant outcome that emerged from analysis of the Teacher Attitudes 
Survey was the positive recognition by primary teachers of students’ social well-being. 
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Teachers gave strong, consistently positive responses to items relating to the construct of 
social inclusion and supported their answers with examples of a range of social 
opportunities provided in their classrooms (e.g., groupwork, structured play). However, 
contrary to the results of the Likert scale items where teachers were positive about their 
role in promoting socially inclusive opportunities, responses to the open-ended questions 
revealed that when planning for their students with Asperger Syndrome, teachers reported 
more academic planning than social planning. This result is concerning when literature 
reports students with Asperger Syndrome require direct teaching of social skills and skills 
in effective social communication (Humphrey, 2008; McGillicuddy & O’Donnell, 2014; 
Rogers et al., 2012).  
Responses to the open-ended questions reported the emergence of bullying of 
students with Asperger Syndrome as a result of inclusion, with reports suggesting a strong 
emphasis on the student with Asperger Syndrome having to learn to ‘fit in’ socially. 
Primary teachers gave limited acknowledgement to the role of peers in the social inclusion 
of students. Recent studies, however, have highlighted the importance of peers to the 
successful social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome (Boutot, 2007; Campbell 
et al., 2011; Kasari et al., 2011). Together with those outcomes noted above, further 
investigations within the qualitative case study component will contribute to further 
exploration of the social inclusion construct. 
The following two chapters will present results from the qualitative component of the 
main phase of this research. Chapter 7 will describe the results of the cross-case analysis 
involving the five studies introduced to the reader in Chapter 5. Chapter 8 concludes the 
presentation of results with a discussion of the within-case analysis undertaken with three 
of the case study cohorts. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
Main Phase: Cross-Case Analysis Results 
Chapter 6 presented the results of the Teacher Attitudes Survey component of the 
main phase of this study. This chapter will report on teacher practice toward students with 
Asperger Syndrome through a discussion of five case studies. The unique strength of the 
case study is “its ability to deal with a full variety of evidence” (Yin, 2009, p. 11). Each of 
the five case studies comprised two sources of evidence, interviews and observations, 
shown previously in Figure 8 (p. 143). In each case study, interviews were conducted with 
the target student, their teacher, a nominated peer group and the school Principal. 
Observations were made of teacher practice and student behaviour in each of the five 
mainstream classroom settings.  
Following the collection of data, the researcher made a number of deliberate and 
considered decisions with respect to analysis. The initial investigation of data collected 
intimated that the sheer quantity amassed would not allow for a meaningful and focused 
exploration given the constraints of the thesis. Thus the decision was made to conduct a 
two-step analysis of the data. The first step was a cross-case analysis of the case studies, 
using just the interview data, with the intent of establishing a broad contextual overview of 
the educational environment with respect to the constructs of this study. The second step 
involved a detailed exploration of the personalised and contextually relevant relationships 
within each setting. To this end the researcher used situational specific data (i.e., 
interviews and observations) from each case study to explore individual classroom 
environments. The following chapter will therefore present the results from the first phase 
of data examination, the cross-case study analysis.  
As previously discussed in Chapter 5, the five case studies involved teachers, 
students, Principals and peer groups from four different primary schools. Case Study 1 
(CS1) and Case Study 2 (CS2) were from the same school. Five primary, regular education 
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teachers participated in the observations and interviews. Of the five student participants, 
three were male and two female. Each student had a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome, in 
accordance with DSM IV-TR (2000) criteria, and had the category A2 on their NSW DEC 
Disability Confirmation Sheet. An overview of participant demographic information is 
reported in Table 17.  
Chapter 7 begins with a discussion of the methods and techniques used to analyse the 
data. Multiple case reports will then be used to present findings. Results from a cross-case 
analysis of the interview responses for each ‘key player’ (i.e., teacher, student, Principal, 
peers) across all five case studies will be presented. This chapter will illustrate the analysis 
process for this section of the research, showing an example of a data analysis map (Harry, 
Sturges, & Klingner, 2005) for the teacher key player group. The chapter concludes with a 
synthesis of findings from the cross-case analysis of the interview component of the five 
case studies.  
 
7.1 Phases of Analysis and Grounded Theory 
A number of propositions were posited at the beginning of this research, each of 
which highlighted the link between positive teacher attitudes and enhanced social inclusion 
for students with Asperger Syndrome. Examination of the four constructs underpinning the 
research attitudes toward inclusion, teacher effectiveness, academic climate, and social 
inclusion led to a “reliance on theoretical propositions” (Yin, 2009, p. 130), which served 
as the general analytic strategy guiding this phase of the research.  
Corbin and Strauss (2008) define analysis as, “A process of examining something in 
order to find out what it is and how it works” (p. 46). Data from the case studies were 
broken down and examined in an attempt to provide answers to the research questions. 
Using the systematic coding principles of grounded theory, the researcher aimed to tell the 
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Table 17 
Main Phase Case Study Participant Demographic Information 
 
Participant 
 
  
CS1 
 
CS2 
 
CS3 
 
CS4 
 
CS5 
 
Principal 
(P) 
 
Name 
Gender 
 
Alice 
Female 
 
Doug 
Male 
 
Marian 
Female 
 
Carol 
Female 
Yrs at School 6 1.5 13 1 
Teaching Qual 
Special Ed. 
Yes No No No 
 
Teacher 
(T) 
 
Name 
Gender 
 
Sue 
Female 
 
Lisa 
Female 
 
Ivan 
Male 
 
Linda 
Female 
 
Sarah 
Female 
Yrs Experience 3 22 26 25 5 
Teaching Qual 
Special Ed. 
 
No No No No No 
Student 
(S) 
Name 
Gender 
Abbie 
Female 
Vanessa 
Female 
Josh 
Male 
Jacob 
Male 
Mark 
Male 
Age 8 10 10 11 9 
Class Yr 3 Yr 5 Yr 5 Yr 6 Yr 4 
 
 
Peer Group 
(PG) 
Number 3 4 Nil 4 2 
 
Gender Female  Female N/A Male Female 
Same Class Yes Yes N/A 1 Yes 
Selection T T + S N/A S T 
 
School size = no. of students 320 450 600 390 
 
 
story of the data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Yin, 2009) in a way that reflected the essence of 
the participants, yet maintained transparency of the analysis process (Corbin & Strauss, 
1990; Harry et al., 2005). 
Grounded theory is a systematic analytic strategy, which has specific procedures for 
data collection and analysis (Birks & Mills, 2011; Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Uquhart, 2013). 
This current research project did not aim to adhere to the canons and rigorous process of 
grounded theory research, in that this study was not focused on the generation of theory. 
Rather, the researcher chose to use grounded theory methods and techniques in the analysis 
of data, “because of their value in the analytical process” (Birks & Mills, 2011, p. 29). A 
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number of research studies (e.g., Anfara, Brown & Mangione, 2002; Harry et al., 2005; 
Vagan, 2009) have illustrated how elements of grounded theory can be used with 
procedural flexibility in analysing qualitative research data. Birks and Mills (2011) go as 
far as, “The hybrid utilization of the essential grounded theory methods is legitimate and 
encouraged” (p. 29).  
An important tenet of grounded theory is theoretical sensitivity. Espoused by 
founding theorist Barney Glaser, theoretical sensitivity “is based on [the researcher] being 
steeped in the field of investigation and associated general ideas” (1978, p. 72). Birks and 
Mills (2011) suggest that the many hats we wear through our daily lives and the way in 
which we define ourselves provide us with a myriad of experiences from which we can 
draw upon when deciding how to move forward with the findings of our research. But 
having similar life experiences to those of the participants need not necessarily be a 
detrimental thing. Corbin and Strauss (2008) argue that rather than imposing our 
experiences on the data, we “use our experiences to bring up other possibilities of 
meaning” (p. 80). Recognising a tendency toward bias is a critical element of the analysis 
process. Chapter 1 alerted the reader to the background of the researcher and nominated 
possible areas of personal bias and contextual influence. Throughout the research process, 
the researcher sought to recognise when personal assumptions, beliefs or biases attempted 
to interfere with the analysis process and took steps to ensure the reliability of the findings. 
Details of such reliability checks will be made later in this chapter. 
A second fundamental principle of grounded theory is the process of constant 
comparison (Anfara et al., 2002; Birks & Mills, 2011; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Urquhart, 
2013). The constant comparative method is a process whereby the researcher “moves back 
and forth between the data, gradually advancing from coding to conceptual categorization” 
(Harry et al., 2005, p. 5).  
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7.2 Phase 1: Open Coding  
Throughout the data analysis process, incidents were coded and compared against 
other incidents for similarities and differences (Corbin & Strauss, 1990). The following 
sequence of analysis was adhered to for each of the four key player groups and will thus 
only be detailed once for the reader through the coding of the teacher cohort. However, 
findings from each analysis will be presented for each group separately. The researcher 
chose to use a bottom-up coding model (Urquhart, 2013), which allowed the data to 
suggest the codes rather than using codes suggested by literature.  
The process of coding began with a read through of the entire interview. This, 
according to Urquhart (2013) allowed the researcher to “try and get the feel of the 
exchange” (p. 37). During this reading and throughout subsequent steps of the coding 
process, memos were used to record the researcher’s thoughts about what was happening 
within the data. Memos, according to Corbin and Strauss (2008) are “a specialized type of 
written records. Those that contain the products of our analyses” (p. 117). Throughout the 
analysis process, memos were handwritten into a notebook kept specifically for this 
purpose, and were used to clarify key points throughout the discussion. 
The coding techniques used in this stage of the research were based upon those 
developed by Strauss and Corbin (1998) and included open coding, axial coding and 
selective coding. Open coding was used to establish codes based on the interview 
transcripts. Harry et al. (2005) define open coding as, “The first step in the process through 
which the researcher names events and actions in the data and constantly compares them 
with one another to decide which belongs together” (p. 5). In-vivo codes, where the actual 
language of the speaker is used as a code name, were used in analysis where appropriate. 
Following the demonstration by Harry et al. (2005) in this thesis these in-vivo codes will 
be enclosed in quotation marks (e.g., “ ”).  
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7.2.1 Coding teacher transcripts. 
  For the main phase case study data, the cross-case analysis began with the 
researcher coding the first teacher transcript, sentence-by-sentence, annotating the 
transcripts by hand as opposed to using a software program. Despite the reported 
advantages of using software programs, such as N-Vivo, in “managing the data” (Urquhart, 
2013, p. 101), the researcher was keen to master the basic concepts of coding before 
engaging in any familiarity with the software. It thus followed that all transcripts used in 
this analysis were coded by hand.  
This open coding process involved labeling all concepts that were raised without 
seeking to interpret or organise them. The open coding phase generated a single list 
containing all concepts, or codes, raised throughout the transcript. Each time the same 
concept was raised it was added to the list. This helped illustrate dominance of individual 
concepts. Coding continued to the point of saturation, “The point in the research when all 
the concepts are well defined and explained” (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 145) that is, 
where no new codes emerged from the data. 
This open coding process continued for each of the remaining four teacher 
transcripts, with new codes being added to the list as they emerged. This resulted in an 
initial set of open codes for the teacher key player group. Examples of open coding for the 
teacher group is shown in Table 18, using the format demonstrated by Urquhart (2013, p. 
155). A full list of open codes generated for the teacher key player group can be found in 
Appendix BB.  
Examples of the most frequently reported open codes for the teacher group included: 
personal judgements and egocentric ownership, characteristics of Asperger Syndrome, 
student behaviour, aspects of individual student, professional knowledge, lack of 
confidence in own understanding and higher order decision making.  
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Table 18 
Example of Open Coding – Teacher Key Player Group 
Example from Interview Transcript Open Code 
This student has lots of social aspects to her 
behaviour. 
“Social aspects” 
They have to know what is going on. All this young 
girl wants to do is sit and count toys, line them up 
in a row so you can count them.  
Characteristics of Asperger 
Syndrome 
That’s the way I understand it Personal judgements 
The friendship group is a positive factor  Influences on social inclusion 
Not really understanding what happens at the 
coalface 
Systemic barriers to inclusion 
Kids are thrown into mainstream and that’s the end 
of them 
Placement decisions 
 
Comparisons to other students with Asperger Syndrome and with regular students 
were also frequently reported. Teachers reported substantially more personal judgements 
such as, “It would be much nicer to have smaller classes” (CS3-T) and “You instantly 
think she is stretching the truth” (CS1-T) than professional judgements, “I’ve got to be 
aware of problems with bullying” (CS4-T) and “I’m constantly reminding him that he 
needs to wait his turn” (CS5-T). In fact, personal judgements was found to be the primary 
dominant code for this key player group.  
All teachers in this group alluded to the code professional knowledge in the area of 
Asperger Syndrome. Examples of this code, such as “If there’s a different teacher I 
introduce her to them” (CS2-T) and “Structure, routine, understanding calmness” (CS3-T), 
reflected teacher knowledge of the nature of Asperger Syndrome. However, this 
professional knowledge was often followed by comments that reflected the code, lack of 
confidence. For example, “I know they have problems socialising (professional 
knowledge) but I don’t know why that is (lack of confidence)” (CS1-T) and “I’m more 
  203 
structured with Vanessa (professional knowledge). I guess I’m trying as hard as I can (lack 
of confidence)” (CS2-T).  
All teacher participants made comments that reflected the code, higher order 
decision-making. Comments that reflected this code included “All that side of things is 
done by the execs” (CS1-T) and “We were just told that we would ‘share the love’ so to 
speak, because they thought it might be the best place for him” (CS5-T). When discussing 
the inclusion of students with disabilities and Asperger Syndrome, all but one of the 
teacher participants used language that depersonalised students. Examples of this 
depersonalise student code included: “So they don’t feel like they’re different, that 
they’re just like everybody else” (CS5-T) and “I have another one who I think is 
Asperger’s” (CS4-T). Professional learning was a code mentioned by all teacher 
participants but was not found to be a dominant code throughout their conversations. In 
total, 127 open codes were identified for the teacher key player group.  
 
7.2.2 Coding student transcripts.  The open coding process was then undertaken 
with the five student participant transcripts. Each transcript was coded at the sentence level 
by hand, using the same procedural method outlined above. Analysis of the first student 
transcript generated an initial list of open codes. As each of the remaining transcripts was 
coded, any new codes generated were added to the list until saturation was reached. A total 
of 117 open codes were conceptualised for the student key player group. Examples of these 
open codes appear in Table 19, with the full list found in Appendix CC. Dominant open 
codes for the student key player group included: elaboration, perseveration, off topic, 
personal judgement, and agreement with the researcher. Expression of anger and violent 
behaviour, positive reports of teacher, contradictions, and identification of friends were 
examples of other frequently reported codes. 
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Table 19  
Example of Open Coding for the Student Key Player Group 
Example from Interview Transcript Open Code 
My favourite TV shows are Generator Rex and Ben 
10. I like Generator Rex because he saves the world. 
It’s a cartoon.  
Elaboration 
She’s my very best friend. Yeah, I’ve got plenty of 
friends.  
Identification of friends 
I think I’ve forgotten. I can’t remember. OK, let’s 
just scratch that and go on to something else.  
Avoidance 
I play with him if no one else is gonna play with 
him. He’s actually sorta my friend, like “half a 
friend”. 
“Conditional” friendships 
She’s kind, nice and um, really solves my problems. 
I always get all the nice teachers every year.  
Positive report of teacher 
 
In adhering to the mannerisms and behaviours associated with Asperger Syndrome, 
many of the conceptualised codes reflected the idiosyncratic nature of the disability. For 
example, perseveration, or fixated discussion of a topic to the exclusion of all else, was the 
most frequently reported code. Perseveration occurred with all student participants and 
tended to focus on an area of their interest. The researcher adhered to the following process 
when designating a code of perseveration. 
The researcher would first code the participant response to a question with an 
appropriate code. If the participant then offered more information as a supplement to their 
initial response, the researcher coded this response as elaboration. Any further elaboration 
or offering of additional information around the same topic was then coded as 
perseveration. For example, in response to the question “What sort of books do you like to 
read?” CS2-S replied:  
“Um, mostly Pokemon (student interest). Pokemon’s my most favourite show (off 
topic). I just watched the show of Ash getting his last gym badge by versing 
Electabuzz, Jolteon and Luxray (elaboration). Luxray was very hard for Pikachu 
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(perseveration). But Infernape just made it (perseveration). And in this third 
evolving, he disobeyed him, he did a flame wheel and it took out Luxray and then 
they got their eighth gym badge (perseveration). And now they’re going to this new 
island (perseveration)”.  
The excerpt above also provides an example of a dominant code, off topic. Off topic 
was used to label those student responses that did not relate to or have any connection to 
the question asked. Further examples of the off topic code include: “Once when I was a 
baby, like, three, I got paint and went “whee-ee-ee!” (sensory). And my Mum had to wash 
it (elaboration). And yesterday – no, on Saturday, we went to football and there was these 
rides, because it was Pink Day (off topic)” (CS1-S). When asked if he was still enjoying 
his computer and video games, CS4-S replied “Yeah, yeah, yeah! (agreement).  No 
different except I’ve got a Wii (elaboration). A Nintendo Wii (perseveration). And I have 
my Nan coming over every Wednesday (off topic)”.  
As with the teacher key player group, personal judgements were a frequently 
reported code. Examples of student personal judgements included “I am the second best 
video game player in my house” (CS3-S) and “She’s really dopey” (CS1-S). Personal 
judgements were coded to reflect the student’s personal opinion about an event, person or 
situation. A similar, yet uniquely distinctive code, egocentric, was used to reflect student 
responses that appeared to reflect an egocentric perspective. When asked to “Tell me about 
your cat?” CS1-S replied “Well, he done that to me! (pointing to a scratch)”. She actually 
made no comment about the cat, only the cat’s behaviour in response to how it impacted 
upon her.  
A key aspect of communication in persons with Asperger Syndrome is literalness. 
“The person with Asperger Syndrome tends to make a literal interpretation of what the 
other person says, being greatly confused by idioms, irony, and figures of speech” 
(Atwood, 2007, p. 216). This literalness was evident in a number of student responses. For 
example when asked to tell the researcher about his teacher, CS5-S replied, “She is on 
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holidays. She won’t be back until next term”. Also, when talking about his birthday, CS3-S 
replied to the question “So you’ll be eleven this year?” with the response “The year that I 
got born in was 2000”.  
The notion of friendship determined several unique codes for the student key player 
group. Three student participants were able to nominate friends without prompting 
(identification of friends – unprompted), providing further description of the qualities of a 
friend, which formed the code ‘friendship qualities’. Two participants self-reported as 
having no friends that established the in-vivo code “no friends”. Three of the students 
gave responses that addressed the establishment and maintenance of friendships that were 
bound by particular conditions. These responses gave rise to the conditional friendships 
code and included comments such as “I usually like to have more time with them, but um, 
sometimes they got something else to do so I just don’t disturb them” (CS2-S) and “At 
lunch time I play with my friends unless they’re all away” (CS3-S).  
A dominant code reported by all but one of the student participants was the code self-
report of anger or violence. For example, CS2-S stated, “Sometimes I get angry. I usually 
start punching or kicking”. CS3-S stated, “That’s when, um, it sorta gets out of control. I 
actually got suspended for my anger once” and “I’d pick up the chair and start beating the 
hell out of him with it”. CS3-S also expressed violent behaviour through the guise of a 
video game. This code, expression of violent behaviour – game, included statements such 
as: “Then he loses a whole half of his face and then you have to start shooting at him” and 
“You’re actually playing as a very strong character called Drados. He actually cut off two 
tentacles from the cracken and shoved down an entire bridge through its mouth and – bam! 
– through the back of its head”.    
Literature suggests that persons with Asperger Syndrome lack a sense of humour and 
have difficulty interpreting sarcasm (Attwood, 2007; Dodd, 2005). Each of the five student 
participants, however, showed the sense of humour code by laughing or giggling at 
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contextually appropriate times throughout their interviews. For example, when asked how 
many Pet Shop toys she had in her collection, CS1-S replied, “I don’t know. There’s too 
much to count!” and laughed. CS4-S laughed at the researcher when she struggled to 
pronounce one of his friends’ names.  
CS3-S displayed a number of sarcastic retorts throughout his interview. When asked 
how his toy helped to calm him down, CS3-S retorted, “I’m sure you could see that” and 
waved the toy in the researcher’s face. Later in his interview when he was discussing 
Playground B, which in his terms was “The playground for all the kids that pick on the 
others”, he commented, “Whose dumb idea was it to come up with that, seriously? I mean, 
letting bad kids have fun”. These responses and others like them formed the open code of 
sarcasm.   
Difficulty in emotional recognition is another commonly cited facet of persons with 
Asperger Syndrome as, “Children and adults with autism frequently have difficulty 
identifying their own feelings, dealing with them, controlling them, and sharing them with 
others” (Dodd, 2005, p. 181). All of the student participants self reported emotions 
throughout their interviews. Responses such as “I love doing that” (CS1-S), “I’m really shy 
so I really get scared” (CS2-S) and “Yeah, that annoys me” (CS5-S) are examples of the 
code self reports emotions. These findings need to be interpreted within the context of 
research (Bauminger, 2004; Kasari, Chamberlain & Bauminger, 2001) that state children 
with autism and Asperger Syndrome can report emotions, by way of “defined, 
memorisable behaviours rather than interpersonal, empathic terms” (Hobson, 2005, p. 
415).  
 
7.2.3 Coding principal transcripts.  Analysis then moved to the Principal key 
player group. In this group, four Principals were interviewed, as CS1 and CS2 were from 
the same school. The same process was followed and in total, 127 open codes were 
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conceptualised for the Principal group. Examples of open codes from the Principal 
transcripts can be seen in Table 20. The full list of open codes for the Principal key player 
group can be found in Appendix DD. 
The dominant codes that emerged included: personal judgements, labeling and 
depersonalising, describing of student by their behaviour, parental factors and placement 
factors. As was the case for the teacher group, personal judgements were the primary 
dominant open code for the Principal ‘key player’ group. Personal judgements were those 
responses that were determined to be subjective in nature and which had no substantive 
evidentiary support. Examples within this code included: “There’s been a really big culture 
shift within the young ones (teachers) coming out” (CS1/2-P), “Three or four different 
Asperger’s children in the one class could be a handful” (CS3-P), and “I think that the 
teachers often don’t understand the needs of those children” (CS4-P). 
 
Table 20  
Example of Open Coding for Principal Key Player Group 
Example from Interview Transcript Open Code 
Have the other kids on remote control while the issue 
was addressed. 
Impact on peers 
You have a go and see if you can win them over. 
And I’m big for win-win, rather than backing them 
into a corner and let them come out fighting. 
Inclusion as a competition 
Most teachers here have given their power to me 
because they don’t know what they’re doing. 
Principal as “power 
holder” 
The Department doesn’t see that. The Department 
doesn’t understand that we’re always operating on a 
knee-jerk reaction. 
Ignorance of Sector 
 
There were a number of other similarities between the codes conceptualised by the 
Principal key player group and the teacher group. Principals also alluded to the code higher 
order decision-making processes. Whereas teachers believed these higher order decisions 
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were made within the school hierarchy, Principals alluded to higher order decision-making 
at the systemic level. Responses such as: “So I think from a systemic base, we really need 
to put more resources in” (CS3-P) and “There’s only a small amount of funding given to 
Asperger’s kids” (CS5-P).  
Describing students by their behaviour was another common code reported by both 
the teacher and the Principal groups. Comments such as “He has come more and more to 
the attention of staff because he’s been louder, more noticeable” (CS5-P) and “She’s a 
little bit sensitive to sound and noise and loud cheering and banging” (CS1/2-P) exemplify 
the Principal responses to this code.  
All Principal participants gave responses that contributed to the open code of 
placement factors. These were statements that alluded to issues of placement of students 
with Asperger Syndrome, both in schools and in classes. Examples of this code included 
“When we look basically at putting together any classes, the first thing we look at are the 
numbers in the grade, we look at girl/boy ratio” (CS3-P) and “We look at their, the 
teachers look at the ability levels of the students and try to place in each class students that 
are on the higher level as well as the lower level” (CS4-P). All Principal participants 
alluded to placement as being their decision. “I look to see their strengths and weaknesses 
and then I look to see who I can place them with within the school” (CS1/2-P) and “I have 
a list of students that have particular needs and I review those before the classes are 
established” (CS4-P). CS5-P was the only Principal participant to report teacher 
consultation as part of the placement process, “It’s important that the teacher has an input 
in whether they think they can manage or not” but conceded that “sometimes there’s very 
little choice”.  
 Each Principal commented on a range of factors within and around families that 
impacted on their child and the school environment. These responses formed the open code 
family factors. This code included statements such as: “Parents are very important. Parents 
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are the advocates” (CS1/2-P) and “Parents have a role. Parents can get their voices in there 
on their opinion of the school” (CS3-P). Principal comments were generally positive as to 
the role families in the school community and recognised their knowledge and expertise in 
the support of their child. This view is supported in the literature, wherein schools and 
leaders “recognise that parents assume a pivotal role in their children’s education” 
(Sansosti, Powell-Smith, & Cohen, 2010, p. 34).  
An open code of depersonalising was created for the Principal key player group. 
Statements that depersonalised the individual identity of the student with Asperger 
Syndrome illustrated this code. For example, when one of the target students entered the 
interview space, the Principal (CS1/2-P) spoke with them and after they left, commented 
“And that was Asperger’s”. Labeling was a similar code to depersonalising but referred to 
statements that inferred a labeling of homogeneous groupings of students with similar 
traits. Statements such as, “There are boys who have come from behavioural classes” 
(CS3-P) and “We have some children in wheelchairs as well” (CS1/2-P).  
Finally, the social needs of students with Asperger Syndrome were alluded to by 
participants of the Principal key player group through a variety of statements that 
conceptualised the open code social factors. Examples of this code included “Social 
inclusion is being able to be part of a peer group” (CS5-P) and “Socially she is all 
consuming and manipulative, and uses other people to express her opinions” (CS1/2-P).  
 
7.2.4 Coding peer group transcripts.  The final phase of the open coding stage 
of analysis focused on peer groups. From four of the case studies, either the target student 
and/or their teacher nominated participants for the peer group interview, but in CS3, 
neither the target student Josh nor his teacher Ivan were able to nominate any students who 
could be considered as friends to participate in the peer group interview. Thus, there was 
no peer group participants for Case Study 3. 
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Following the same procedures used for the previous three key player groups, the 
researcher began open coding the Peer Group transcripts. A total of 84 open codes were 
conceptualised for the Peer Group cohort. Examples of open codes that emerged from the 
Peer Group transcripts can be seen in Table 21. The dominant open codes conceptualised 
by the Peer Group participants included: personal judgements, echoing, agreement, 
bullying, factors about school and friendship qualities. As was found with the previous 
three key player groups, personal judgements were frequently made by all four groups of 
peers. Examples of the personal judgement open code included, “I know sometimes she 
misses her Mum and she wants to go home” (CS1-PG) and “The boys in the class get in 
trouble ‘cause they’re trying to make people laugh and stuff. So they’re trying to be funny” 
(CS5-PG).  
 
Table 21  
Example of Open Coding for Peer Key Player Group  
Example from Interview Transcript Open Code 
I think she finds it amusing. I like most of the 
teachers here. Some people are not trustworthy to 
keep a secret. 
Personal judgement 
I don’t really like playing with ** sometimes 
because sometimes she like, bullies me and that.  
Bullying 
They might start helping you and playing with 
you and then you might become friends. 
Friendship qualities 
It’s somebody who’s like in a wheelchair and that. 
And they need help.  
Perceptions of disability 
 
A number of open codes that emerged from this Peer Group cohort were the same as 
those conceptualised by the student key player group, like identification of friends. Within 
each Peer Group, there was an unprompted declaration of the target student as a friend by 
at least one participant (identification of target student as friend – unprompted). Other 
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participants in each peer group nominated the target students as a friend after prompting 
from the researcher to form the code identification of target student as friend – prompted.  
For example, in response to the question “Would you call Mark a friend?” a participant in 
CS5-PG replied “Yeah, sometimes”. 
Both Peer and Student key player groups formed the open code of agreement, 
defined as responses from participants that indicated agreement with what the researcher 
had just said. For example, CS2-PG gave responses such as “Yeah” and “Yes, that’s right” 
to a number of the researchers comments. For example, when the researcher commented it 
appeared Vanessa didn’t like to be bossed around, two of the peers responded using the 
agreement code. Participants in CS1-PG and CS4-PG used this same language in their 
responses, further illustrations of the agreement code. 
“Bullying” was an in-vivo code formed by the Peer Group cohort. Initial examples 
were given as self reports of bullying experienced by the participants themselves, “I do get 
bullied – last year I was bullied nearly the entire year” (CS2-PG), and “Because, for 
example, there’s someone – I won’t mention a name, but he’s bullied me in Year 3 and 
Year 4, and it can – it’s something that can stick with you” (CS4-PG). Later examples 
positioned bullying in a more general context, “Some people call people names. They do it 
to bully and tease. It’s unfair” (CS2-PG).  
Perceptions of disability emerged as an open code from the Peer Group cohort. 
Responses from the four participant peer groups perceived disability to be either something 
visible, or something that made someone different. For example, when asked by the 
researcher to finish the sentence “A person with a disability is somebody who”?, one of the 
participants from CS1-PG answered, “Someone who’s in a wheelchair”, with another 
responding, “Someone who needs help”. Similar responses were given from a participant 
in CS2-PG, with the statement, “Someone with a disability, they can’t walk; with some 
disabilities, they can’t speak”.  
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Responses, which demonstrated perceptions of disability as something that made 
someone different, included: [a person with a disability] “Probably means special respect 
and special quality time with teachers and stuff. Special needs!” (CS5-PG), and “Someone 
who is different. Someone who thinks they can’t do the same things as you” (CS2-PG).  
Only one of the Peer Group participant groups, CS4-PG, reported knowledge of the 
target student as having Asperger Syndrome. This report generated the open code, 
professional knowledge. Participants in this Peer Group used this knowledge of their 
friend’s disability, however, as a justification for his behaviour. After disclosing their 
friend had Asperger Syndrome, the researcher asked them, “OK. What does that mean”? 
One of the group replied, “It means that he’s got anger management problems, and that he 
can’t control it when he gets angry”. A second member of the group added “He kicked me! 
And he can punch. He didn’t mean to”. The abovementioned codes serve only as examples 
of the full range of open codes conceptualised for the Peer Group cohort. The full list of 
open codes for this Peer Group cluster can be found in Appendix EE. 
 
7.3 Phase 2: Axial Coding 
Once the code lists were established, they were compared and contrasted to identify 
categories of “concepts that pertain to the same phenomena” (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p. 
7), which serve to define and describe the parameters of that category. These categories 
were generated through the same constant comparative method used in the open coding 
process. This second phase of data analysis, termed axial coding, “reflects the idea of 
clustering the open codes around specific axes” or “points of intersection” (Harry et al., 
2005, p. 5).  
The axial coding involved taking each key player coding list and sorting the 
concepts or open codes of a similar nature into categories. The process of axial coding 
began with the researcher taking one of the key player lists, examining each open code 
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from that list, one at a time and allocating it to a category. For example, from the coding 
list generated by the teacher key player group, the category of instruction was created from 
the open codes: strategies, universal design, academic outcomes, student engagement, 
“team teaching”, and outcomes based education. If a code did not fit into an existing 
category, then a new one was created. This process of allocation of open codes continued 
until all codes were assigned to a category. As with the first stage open coding analysis, 
this sorting into categories was done by hand for each of the four code lists. 
The initial set of 127 open codes conceptualised by the Teacher key player group 
was compared and contrasted in an attempt to “identify the common features among them, 
in order to cluster them into conceptual categories” (Harry et al., 2005, p.5). This process 
of constant comparison resulted in a set of 18 categories that represented the range of 
information gathered from the five teachers of their responses toward the research 
constructs. Table 22 illustrates the set of categories and their supporting codes for the 
teacher key player group. 
As a check of reliability, the researcher invited a colleague to read a sample set of 
transcripts and compared their coding of the same data. This process of testing codes and 
categories for reliability and clarification, “continued the constant comparison approach, in 
which a given data point would be compared with another to see if the same code would 
apply, thus developing consistency in usage of the codes” (Harry et al., 2005, p. 6). 
Further, this check of reliability served to temper any bias or contextual influence that may 
have been shown by the researcher when analysing the data.  
This inter-coder reliability inspection began with a cross-check by a second coder of 
one of the teacher transcripts coded previously by the researcher. Investigations resulted in 
discussion between coders as to the assignment of particular codes and categories, with 
potential new codes suggested. The process of constant comparison involved 
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Table 22 
Categories and Codes for the Teacher Key Player Group 
Attitudes: depersonalise student, pitying, difference, equity, shared responsibility, teacher 
as diagnostician, laugh (negative affect), labeling, accountability to students, expectations, 
acceptance, “management”, “fits in”, vulnerability, acknowledgement 
Behaviour: student behaviour, teacher behaviour, parental behaviour, attribution of 
behaviour to external source (medication), laugh (nerves), consequences /rules, rewards, 
violent behaviours, removal as a result of behaviour 
Classroom: impact of student in class 
Family: family factors 
Inclusion: inclusion as placement, inclusion in educational program, include in everything, 
supports for inclusion, exclusion, inclusion philosophy, inclusion depends on child, 
making students feel like everyone else 
Instruction: strategies, universal design, academic outcomes, student engagement, “team 
teaching”, outcomes based education 
Knowledge of Asperger Syndrome: characteristics of Asperger Syndrome, characteristics 
of autism, comparison between students with Asperger Syndrome diagnosis, Asperger 
Syndrome due to chemical imbalance, autism as continuum, Asperger Syndrome as “type 
of autism”, uniqueness, theory of mind, “understanding”, change affects behaviour, 
Asperger Syndrome  is a “social thing” 
Learned others: value of learned others 
Locus of control: higher order decision-making processes, collaboration, requests for 
assistance, joint decision-making, shared responsibility, systemic barriers 
Peers: impact of peers, professional development for peers, peers escalate behaviour, 
gender difference in peer response, peer rejection, included by peers in group work 
Personal: Personal judgements/egocentric ownership, flexibility, teaching history, 
qualifications, laugh (humour), personal justification 
Placement: environmental impacts, placement decisions, special programs, “different 
curriculum”, melting pot of disability in one class 
Previous experience: previous teaching experiences/exposure, historical reference 
Professional: professional judgements, lack of confidence in own understanding, 
professional knowledge, professional learning, role in school, professional knowledge self 
initiated, “accommodations”, “updates on new research” 
Social Aspects: “ social aspects”, friendship difficulties, “bullying”, relationships, social 
skills programs/instruction, friendships, absence of friends, social integration, “socially 
sensitive”, “withdrawn” 
Social inclusion: social inclusion as playground activity, barriers to social inclusion, 
influences on social inclusion, student as barrier, social inclusion as acceptance, provision 
of social opportunities, SI as participation 
Student: fixations, sensory issues, comparison with regular students, aspects of individual 
student, individuality, enjoyable activity, “interesting”, self-determination, student’s 
history, student as isolate, selective academic skills, presence of splinter skills, learning 
issues, self reporting 
Support: resources, visual supports, classroom supports – SLSO, stability of support, on-
task support, “one-on-one support”, supports for teaching, “funding”, systemic resources 
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clarification by the researcher on the allocation of particular codes and categories, which 
led to an agreement between coders with those allocations conceptualised by the initial 
open and axial coding processes. 
Following this check of reliability, the axial coding process described above was 
repeated for the student key player group. The initial 117 open codes conceptualised by 
this group of participants were assigned to form 21 categories (see Appendix FF). These 
categories represented the range of responses gathered from the five student participants 
with respect to the constructs of the research. Table 23 provides an example of student key 
player categories and codes.  
 
Table 23 
Examples of Categories and Codes for the Student Key Player Group 
Category Open Codes 
Behaviour Self reports anger/violence, justification for own behaviour, 
rules /consequences, blames combination of disorders for 
heightened anger, expression of violent behaviour, (game), 
expression of violent behaviour (self), violent behaviour as 
revenge, “behaviour playground” 
Friendship bullying, bully as ‘friend’, identification of friends 
(unprompted), identification of friends (prompted), “I have lots 
of best friends”, qualities of a friend, friends outside of school, 
reciprocal friendship, “conditional” friendship, friendship over 
time, “nice people” rather than friends, likes having friends, 
“half a friend”, friends a lot younger in age, identification of 
“best friend”, sits near friends in class, wants to share friends 
interests, recognises friends as support 
Teacher positive report of teacher, negative report of teacher, can talk 
with teacher, take on role of teacher, negative factors about 
teachers, comparisons between teachers, teacher as “helper” 
 
The axial coding stage of analysis continued with categorisation of the 127 open 
codes generated by the Principal key player group. Each of these codes was examined, 
compared and contrasted by the researcher and allocated to a category. The results of this 
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stage of analysis saw the conceptualisation of 19 categories for this key player group. 
Examples of the resulting categories and their codes can be seen in Table 24 and a 
complete list of codes and categories for the Principal key player group can be found in 
Appendix GG. 
 
Table 24 
Examples of Categories and Codes for Principal Key Player Group 
Category Open Code 
Attitudes labelling, depersonalise, mending relationships, support = 
“never ending money pit”, derogatory, hearsay, pitying 
Power holder placement is Principals decision, Principal as “savior” – all 
knowing, all seeing, “power holder”, expert, decision maker, 
dichotomy between Principal and staff 
Student identification, student identified by their disability, 
describing student by physical appearance, describing 
student by their behaviour, describing student interests, 
describing student by their abilities, describing student by 
Asperger Syndrome traits, student coping mechanisms, teach 
coping strategies to target student, medication, recognising 
individual needs of students 
 
The axial coding phase of the research concluded with the analysis of the open codes 
generated by the Peer Group key player cohort. This phase of analysis compared and 
contrasted the 84 open codes conceptualised by the four Peer Group interview responses. 
This analysis produced 16 individual categories, shown in Appendix HH. Examples of the 
Peer group key player cohort are shown in Table 25. 
 
7.4 Phase 3: Selective Coding 
The final stage of analysis was based on Strauss and Corbin’s (1998) third analytical 
level, selective coding. They define selective coding as “the process by which all 
categories are unified around a core category” (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p. 14). At this 
stage in the analysis process, the researcher selectively related individual categories to one 
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Table 25  
Categories and Codes for the Peer Key Player Group 
Category Open Code 
Different treatment special privileges, peer identification of students who get 
extra assistance, identification of target student as 
receiving different treatment from teacher, identification 
of target student as receiving extra time from teacher, 
examples of different treatment, difference 
Disability disability as visible, disability as needing help, disability 
as transient, disability = deficit, disability as excuse, 
examples of disabilities, disability is “funny”, disability = 
“special needs”, disability = anger management issues, 
previous exposure to person with disability, exposure 
through film, television, text, community, supports for 
persons with a disability, absence of learning about 
disability in school, talk with family about disability, 
personal experience with disability 
Friendships friends as positive factor, helping others, identification of 
friends, identification of target student as friend 
(unprompted), identification of target student as friend 
(prompted), friendship qualities, gender friendship, 
changing nature of friendships, contingent friendships, 
unconditional friendship, parental influences preventing 
friendship, “big group of friends” 
 
of the four constructs, or core categories, underpinning this research: attitudes toward 
inclusion (AI), teacher effectiveness (TE), academic climate (AC) and social inclusion 
(SI). It must be noted that no category was forced to fit around one of the constructs. In 
fact, several categories served as “negative cases” or “competing evidence” (Harry et al., 
2005, p. 5). This selective code was labelled as ‘Other’ (O). Their examination served to 
refine the final story told by the data.  
Using the categories list generated for each key player group, the researcher colour- 
coded each category on each list according to the construct to which it related. Categories 
that alluded to the confidence of teachers about having students with Asperger Syndrome 
in their classes and their perceptions of preparedness were assigned to the teacher 
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effectiveness construct. The attitudes toward inclusion construct constituted categories of 
personal judgement, notions of disability, and personal experiences. Categories addressing 
the placement and impact of the presence of students with Asperger Syndrome, as well as 
support and resourcing considerations were allocated to the construct of academic climate. 
The social inclusion construct measured attitudes and understanding of the social inclusion 
of students with Asperger Syndrome with their same aged peers in their regular education 
classrooms.  
Once each list was selectively coded, a data analysis map (Harry et al., 2005) for 
each key player group was developed. This map detailed the levels of analysis from open 
codes, through categories to research constructs. An example of the data analysis map for 
the teacher key player group is shown in Figure 12. As mentioned previously, a bottom-up 
coding model was used in this analysis. Thus the information needs to be read by moving 
upward from the bottom of the figure.  
Once the data analysis map for each key player group was completed, the researcher 
synthesised all four maps into a table that summarised the findings of the cross-case 
analysis of the five case studies. Table 26 illustrates this breakdown of selective codes for 
each key player group against the four research constructs. Again a check of reliability was 
performed. A second coder cross-checked the allocation of categories to the four research 
constructs. The second coder verified those allocations made by the researcher with no 
disagreement made. 
The synthesis of findings from the four key player groups highlighted the similarities 
between the allocation of codes to the constructs of both adult participant groups and the 
student participant groups. The adult participants, teachers and Principals, shared a number 
of similar selective codes across the four constructs and the student participants; target 
students and peer groups also shared a number of similar codes across the four constructs.  
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Attitudes Towards 
Inclusion 
Other Academic Climate Teacher 
Effectiveness 
Social Inclusion 
Attitudes 
Attitudes Towards 
Inclusion 
Personal 
Learned Others 
Student 
Behaviour 
Professional 
Personal 
Prev Experience 
Family 
Inclusion 
Support Social Aspects 
Locus of Control  
Placement 
Peers 
Social Inclusion 
Classroom 
Based on Initial Interviews    n = 127 
Figure 12.  A data analysis map showing the level of analysis from open codes through categories to research constructs for the teacher key 
player group.  
Constructs 
Categories 
Open Codes 
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Table 26  
Selective Codes for Each Key Player Group 
Key Player 
Group 
Constructs  
AI TE AC SI Other 
Teacher Attitudes 
Inclusion 
Learned others 
Personal 
Behaviour 
Instruction 
Knowledge 
of AS 
Previous 
experience 
Professional 
Student 
Classroom 
Locus of 
control 
Placement 
Support 
Peers 
Social 
aspects 
Social 
inclusion 
Family 
Student Disability 
Personal 
Previous 
experience 
Relationships 
School 
Aspects of 
AS 
Behaviour 
Emotions 
Knowledge 
of AS 
Self identity 
Student 
Survival 
Teacher 
Classroom 
Social 
justice 
Friendship 
Interests 
Peers 
Social 
aspects 
Family 
Interview 
behaviours 
Principal Attitudes 
Inclusion 
Personal 
Behaviour 
Instruction 
Knowledge 
of AS 
Professional 
Student 
Teacher 
Enrolment 
Power 
holder 
Processes 
Resources 
Social 
justice 
Support 
Systemic 
blinkering 
Social 
factors 
Social 
inclusion 
Family 
Peer 
Group 
Disability 
Personal 
School 
Behaviour 
Aspects of 
AS 
Knowledge 
Principal 
Student 
Teacher 
Classroom 
Different 
treatment 
Social 
justice 
Friendships 
Peers 
Social 
factors 
Interview 
behaviours 
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When reporting against the attitudes toward inclusion construct, teacher and 
Principal selective codes were directed toward notions of attitudes and inclusion, whereas 
the student groups targeted disability representation and the school environment. Support 
and resources were common selective codes of the academic climate construct reported by 
both teachers and Principals. Student placement was another shared code, with Principals 
nominating enrolment and process aspects, compared to the teacher’s code of placement.  
Both teachers and Principals reported selective codes attributed to the holding of 
power and control regarding decision-making. For teachers, this was reflected in the locus 
of control code, indicating they believed decisions were made for them, rather than by 
them (e.g., “I don’t have anything to do with that. That decision is made by the execs”-
CS2-T). Principals, however, reported themselves to be the sole decision maker in their 
schools (e.g., “I assess, I look, I make the decision as to the class they will go into” sCS4-
P), perceiving him or herself to be the power holder, “Most teachers here have given me 
their power because they don’t know what they’re doing” (CS1/2-P). 
Both teachers and Principals drew on their previous experiences throughout the 
interviews. This experience, combined with their knowledge of Asperger Syndrome, 
professional knowledge and judgements and understandings of effective instruction were 
shared selective codes within the teacher effectiveness construct. Social inclusion was a 
selective code reported by both teachers and Principals. Examination of the open codes and 
categories that conceptualised this code however, found greater focus on the barriers to 
social inclusion and less to the way this construct was facilitated in the mainstream 
environment.  
The sharing of selective codes across the four constructs was also found between the 
student and peer group key player groups. As mentioned, both student groups reported 
representation of disability as a selective code assigned to the attitude toward inclusion 
construct. This construct was also informed by the school environment selective code. This 
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code comprised categories of recess and lunch activities, likes and dislikes of school and 
playground issues. 
Both student and peer participants raised aspects of and knowledge of Asperger 
Syndrome as selective codes. The two student groups considered teacher factors and 
student factors as impacting the teacher effectiveness construct, with peers nominating the 
Principal within this construct also. Primary contribution to the social inclusion construct 
for the student participant groups was from the selective codes of friendship and peers. 
Both these selective codes were significant in respect to the definition of social inclusion 
that framed this research and will be discussed later in this thesis.  
The code personal judgements, was assigned to the attitudes toward inclusion 
construct and was one of only two codes shared by all four key player groups. Overall, 
personal judgements, for example, “That’s how I see a lot of the autism syndrome 
exhibiting itself at school” (CS5-P) and “I’ll probably have to change my timetable to suit 
her” (CS1-T) were the most frequently reported code for all participant groups.  
The second code reported by all four key player groups was behaviour. This code 
described self-reports of behaviour by the target student, such as “I get angry a bit” (CS4-
S) and “My anger sorta gets out of control” (CS3-S). The code behaviour also comprised 
descriptions of the target student’s behaviour by teachers, Principals and peers, for 
example, “He’s louder, more noticeable. In between these anxiety meltdowns, he’s a polite 
boy, considerate” (CS5-P).  
The reporting of selective codes for each key player group to the four constructs 
underpinning this research was presented for the reader in Table 26. Results reported a 
number of shared codes between participants, with the majority of codes overall attributed 
to the teacher effectiveness construct. As part of this construct, all key player groups 
reported teacher knowledge of Asperger Syndrome and teacher behaviour as a selective 
code.  
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For the teacher participant group and both student key player groups, teacher 
effectiveness was the construct that held the most reported selective codes, highlighting the 
perceived value of participants to the importance of the teacher to the social inclusion of 
students with Asperger Syndrome. The Principal group however, attributed more codes to 
the academic climate construct than teacher effectiveness. Given their leadership role in 
the educational setting it was not surprising that this construct was dominant in their 
thinking.  
Of the four constructs underpinning this research, it was the social inclusion 
construct that returned the fewest number of selective codes overall. Of the total selective 
codes assigned by each key player group, both adult participant key player groups returned 
the least number of codes to this construct. This outcome can be interpreted as a perceived 
lack of consideration or awareness of the social inclusion of students with Asperger 
Syndrome. Of all key player groups, the target student key player group attributed the most 
codes to the social inclusion construct, indicating a greater awareness of the social aspects 
related to their inclusion.  
This chapter has reported the methods and techniques used to analyse data from the 
five case studies. Results from a cross-case analysis of the interview responses for each 
key player (i.e., teacher, student, Principal, peers) across all five case studies were 
presented. Chapter 8 will present the results of an investigation of three of the case studies, 
reporting both the findings of interview responses for each participant in the case study as 
well as observational data for each student and teacher. The final chapter of this thesis will 
draw together the findings from the three results chapters to provide a comprehensive 
discussion of this synthesis with respect to the questions that have driven this study. Data 
from the Teacher Attitudes Survey, cross-case analysis and within case investigation will 
be triangulated to present an informed commentary of the relationship between primary 
teacher attitudes and social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
Main Phase Within-case Analysis Results 
Chapter 7 presented the results of the cross-case analysis of the four key player 
groups involved in this study. The following chapter will present the results of a within-
case analysis of three of the case studies. The purpose of this within-case analysis is to 
derive a detailed description of each case by analysing for significant themes (Creswell, 
2013; Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). For each of the three case studies, results from the 
observations of teacher and student participants will be presented and key themes 
identified. These emergent themes will be converged with those conceptualised from the 
interview responses for each key player participant in the case study and results presented. 
A synthesis of findings across the three case studies will conclude the chapter.  
 
8.1 Rationale for Selection of Cases for Analysis 
Before continuing, the argument for excluding two of the case studies from the 
analysis process must be made. Each case study consisted of teacher observations using the 
EBASS and written running records, student observations using the Student Observation 
Schedule and interviews with all four key player participants: teacher, student, Principal 
and peers. When completed the five case studies therefore produced a wealth of data, 
which was considered to be too much for the scope of this thesis. The initial design of five 
case studies had proved to be too ambitious. Thus, the researcher chose to omit two and 
retain three case studies that would generate comparisons of sufficiently substantial depth 
and which would add something unique to the study. Urquhart (2013) discussed the 
‘revelatory’ case study as common in interpretive research, in that “one case study is 
selected precisely because it is anticipated that it will be interesting and tell us a lot about 
the phenomenon” (p. 61). 
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Yin (2009) proposed that in order to increase the reliability of the information in a 
case study, one must maintain a chain of evidence. He wrote that the reader of a report, in 
this case this thesis, should be able to “follow the derivation of any evidence from initial 
research questions to ultimate case study conclusions”, with “no original evidence lost” (p. 
21). The evidentiary pathway of the case study component of this research has been 
detailed throughout this thesis.  
From the outset, clear links were established between the research questions of this 
study and the case study protocol developed. The procedures for data collection specified 
by these protocols was adhered to and reported to the reader in Chapter 5. The previous 
chapter has and the current chapter will continue to detail the evidence collected and the 
circumstances under which that collection took place. Chapters 8 and 9 will “make 
sufficient citation to the relevant portions of the case study database” (Yin, 2009, p. 123) 
when discussing the outcomes of this study. Given the transparency of this evidentiary 
pathway throughout the thesis, the researcher felt confident in stating that the omission of 
two case studies did not break the chain of evidence and thus did not compromise the 
reliability of the case study information or the conclusions made. 
To this end, the three case studies chosen for analysis were CS2, CS3, and CS4. 
Details of the participants of these case studies are shown in Table 27. The principled 
selection of these three case studies was based on the following: each target student was in 
Stage 3 (i.e., years 5 and 6), and thus the three were of similar age and schooling 
experience. The inclusion of two boys and a girl was an attempt to reflect the prevalence 
rate of Asperger Syndrome and allowed for the collection of data from both genders. The 
three case studies were from three different schools, with varying student enrolments, 
different teachers, different Principals and individual school cultures. These were all 
factors that facilitated the collection of a variety of data from a unique range of settings. 
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The researcher and supervisors felt the remaining two case studies would not add anything 
beyond these factors and thus were not included.  
 
Table 27  
Within-Case Study Analysis Participant Demographic Information 
Participant  CS2 CS3 CS4 
Principal 
(P) 
Name 
Gender 
Alice 
Female 
Doug 
Male 
Marian 
Female 
Yrs at School 6 1.5 13 
Teaching Qual SE Yes No No 
Teacher 
(T) 
Name 
Gender 
Lisa 
Female 
Ivan 
Male 
Linda 
Female 
Yrs Experience 22 26 25 
Teaching Qual SE No No No 
Student 
(S) 
Name 
Gender 
Vanessa 
Female 
Josh 
Male 
Jacob 
Male 
Age 10 10 11 
Class Yr 5 Yr 5 Yr 6 
Peer Group 
(PG) 
Number 4 Nil 4 
Gender Female N/A Male 
Same Class All N/A 1 
Selection T + S N/A S 
School size = no. of students 320 450 600 
 
The sequence of analysis shown in Figure 13 was adhered to for each of the three 
case studies and will thus only be detailed once. The results from each case study, 
however, will be presented in full before moving to the reporting of results from the next 
case study with a summation of all three cases to conclude the chapter.  
 
8.2 Sequence and Process of Within-Case Analysis 
8.2.1  Teacher behaviour.  The within-case analysis process began with an 
examination of the EBASS teacher observational data. The researcher, through the MS-
CISSAR categories of teacher behaviour, student behaviour and ecology used molar 
analysis, a function of the EBASS software loaded on the researcher’s laptop, to report the 
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percentage occurrence of identified sub-categories of targeted behaviours across the six 
observations. The teacher behaviours interval category was categorised and coded into four 
sub-categories: teacher behaviour, teacher focus, teacher position, and teacher approval. 
Student behaviours were coded into the sub-categories of academic responses, competing 
responses, and task management behaviours. Ecological events were coded into the sub-
categories of setting, activity, task, physical arrangement, and instructional grouping. A 
detailed list of coded behaviours that constitute each sub-category can be found in 
Appendices D, E, and F.  
 
8.2.2 Molar analysis: Teacher behaviour.  Molar analysis “is an analytical 
strategy that provides simple descriptions of the percentage occurrences for all recorded 
variables in the categories common among all the files used as input” (Greenwood & Hou, 
1995, p. 76). Molar analysis was chosen as it addressed the question of frequency of 
occurrence of specific events and it identified the pattern of occurrence and non-
occurrence of these specific events (Greenwood et al., 1997). For the within-case analysis, 
each teacher observation was selected and tagged by the researcher to be pooled as the 
input data. The percentage occurrence was computed by dividing the frequency of 
occurrence by the number of cycles observed overall.  
Chapter 7 described how the MS-CISSAR teacher observational data utilised three 
interval categories which were scored every 20 seconds. In one minute, each of the three 
categories was scored. This scoring cycle continued up to ten minutes, at which time the 
observer switched to qualitative anecdotal recording for five minutes. During this five-
minute interlude however, the MS-CISSAR software continued with its cycle of moving 
every 20 seconds to the next recording interval. No scores were made during this time as 
the researcher was writing notes to report the behaviour in a more qualitative mode and not  
  229 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13. The analysis sequence of the three case studies that formed the within-case 
analysis of this study. 
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recording against the interval categories. Therefore, in total, each 60-minute observation 
was planned to consist of 40 minutes of EBASS interval data recording and 20 minutes of 
qualitative recording.  
However, in real-time data collection, a number of factors impacted upon this 
planned schedule. The live nature of the classroom setting and technical issues with the 
software resulted in fluctuations in the EBASS coding and the subsequent number of 
intervals that were actually coded in each 60-minute observation. For example, in each of 
the planned 60-minute observations, coding should have occurred 40 times for each of the 
three intervals, across 40 minutes, with the remaining 20 minutes spent in written 
observations. When the six observations from each case study were pooled for analysis, 
they should have shown a combined interval category frequency of 240 recorded codes (6 
observations times 40 codes). Results from CS2, CS3 and CS4 however, show that this 
was not the case. CS2 returned a combined frequency of 293 recorded codes across the six 
observations, CS3 reported 265 recorded codes and CS4 returned 311 recorded codes.  
Despite the attempt by the researcher to code 40 of the 60 minutes, in each case the 
frequency of EBASS interval coding was higher than scheduled, due to the reasons stated 
previously. Thus, the results from the molar analysis for each case study will detail the 
frequency of EBASS intervals recorded and the subsequent percentage of the observation 
period to which these intervals contributed. The remaining percentage of time therefore 
was attributed to the written observation period. Discussion of results will concentrate on 
the actual data collected, not the number of intervals possible. An example of results from 
the molar analysis for Student Behaviours Category – CS2 is shown in Table 28. This table 
reports the frequencies and percentage of total observation time for each sub-category of 
student behaviour. A comprehensive table of molar analysis results for each case study can 
be found in Appendices II, JJ, and KK.  
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Table 28 
Molar Analysis Results for Student Behaviours Category: Case Study 2 
Case Study 2 
293 recorded codes, 81.38% of the total observation time 
MS-CISSAR category: Student Behaviours 
Sub Category:  Frequency % obs time 
Academic responses 
1. Writing 
2. Task participation 
3. Read aloud 
4. Read Silent 
5. Talk Academic 
6. No academic response 
Competing responses 
1. Aggression 
2. Disrupt 
3. Talk Inappropriate 
4. Look Around 
5. Non Compliance 
6. Self-Stimulation 
7. Self Abuse 
8. No Inappropriate Behaviour 
Task Management 
1. Raise Hand 
2. Play Appropriately 
3. Manipulate Materials 
4. Move 
5. Talk Management 
6. Attention 
7. No Management 
 
19 
40 
1 
19 
2 
169 
 
3 
1 
5 
34 
119 
6 
1 
63 
 
6 
0 
75 
3 
6 
4 
148 
 
6.38 
13.42 
0.34 
6.38 
0.67 
56.71 
 
1.01 
0.34 
1.68 
11.41 
39.93 
2.01 
0.34 
21.14 
 
2.01 
0.00 
25.17 
1.01 
2.01 
1.34 
49.66 
 
8.2.3 Open codes and axial coding: Teacher behaviour.  The second step in 
analysis of the teacher behaviours saw data from each of the six written recordings 
subjected to a coding analysis, designed to reveal key concepts of teacher behaviour. Using 
the grounded theory methods of analysis described in Chapter 7, this coding phase began 
with the generation of a single list of open codes containing all concepts raised throughout 
the teacher qualitative observational data. The researcher coded each written record by 
hand, colour-coding key themes as they emerged, without seeking to interpret or organise 
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them. Each time the same concept was raised it was added to the list to help illustrate 
dominance of individual concepts. This coding phase generated a single list containing all 
themes raised throughout the teacher observational data and continued to the point of 
saturation.  Examples of open coding for CS2-T are shown in Table 29. 
 
Table 29 
Example of Open Coding – Case Study 2 - Teacher (CS2-T) 
Example from observational record  Open code 
Student rocking on chair. Self stimulating behaviour 
Turning head away from teacher. 
Ignoring teacher request. 
Non compliant behaviour 
Teacher working with a small group of students 
not including target student. 
Teacher attention off target student 
 
Once the list of open codes reached saturation, axial coding was undertaken. Each 
open code was sorted by hand into concepts or categories of a similar nature. For example, 
from the coding list generated by CS3-T, the category of classroom environment was 
created from the open codes: noisy classroom, no visual supports, seating arrangements, 
toys present but not engaged with. If a code did not fit into an existing category, then a 
new one was created. This process of allocation of open codes continued until all codes 
were assigned to a category. The full list of Teacher Observation categories for each case 
study can be found in Appendices LL, MM, and NN.  
 
8.2.4 Selective coding: Teacher behaviour.  Following axial coding, the 
researcher undertook the final stage of analysis, selective coding. In an attempt to reflect 
the selective coding process described previously in Chapter 7, each category on the list 
generated was colour-coded according to the event classification from the MS-CISSAR 
taxonomy to which it related, either an ecological event, a teacher behaviour event or a 
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student behaviour event. Once this initial allocation was made, the researcher selectively 
related individual axial categories to one of the subcategories within the three MS-CISSAR 
event classifications. An example of the results of selective coding is shown for CS4 in 
Table 30, with a full list of specific subcategories of the MS-CISSAR for CS2, CS3 and 
CS4 found in Appendices OO, PP, and QQ respectively. For each case study, these 
emergent themes were synthesised with the findings of the molar analysis to create a 
composite of the classroom ecology and teacher behaviours.  
 
Table 30 
Selective Codes for Case Study 4 Teacher Observations 
Case Study 4 - MS-CISSAR Taxonomy Categories 
Ecology 
Activity Physical 
Arrangement 
Instructional 
grouping 
Task  
Activity Environment Peers Instruction 
Teacher Behaviours 
Teacher behaviour Teacher focus Teacher position Teacher approval 
Teacher behaviour Teacher response 
to target student 
  
Student behaviours 
Academic responses Competing responses Task management 
Asperger Syndrome 
communication behaviours 
Target student academic 
behaviour 
Asperger Syndrome 
characteristics 
Self identity 
Inappropriate talk 
Target student off- task 
behaviour 
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8.3 Frequency Analysis: Student Behaviour 
Analysis then proceeded to the student observational data. Through the Student 
Observation Schedule categories of inclusion, social interaction, peer interaction and 
response to teacher behaviours, the researcher used frequency analysis to report the 
percentage occurrence of the social engagements of each student participant using the four 
enactment skills of social interaction: acknowledging skills, sending skills, timing skills, 
and coordinating skills (Doble & Magill-Evans, 1992) described previously in Chapter 3. 
Each 30-minute observation was scored at one-minute intervals against each of the 
behaviours of the four enactment skills of social interaction. Recording consisted of a tick 
in the interval column against any listed behaviour or action observed at each minute 
followed by a number from one to four describing the quality of the behaviour or action, 
from 1 = Deficit: performance disrupting social interaction/opportunity, 2 = Ineffective: 
performance disturbing social interaction/opportunity, 3 = Questionable: performance not 
supporting social interaction/opportunity and 4 = Competent: performance facilitating 
social interaction/opportunity. 
In accordance with the purpose of the Student Observation Schedule as identified by 
Doble and Magill-Evans (1992), these data “moved beyond the typical verbal/non-verbal 
dichotomy by focusing on the implied purpose, intent, or functional use of the skills” (p. 
147). Data obtained from each student observation were entered onto an Excel spreadsheet 
and the software functions within this program were used to tabulate frequency of 
occurrence of behavioural sub-categories of observable student social behaviours. 
The notes recorded on the student observation schedule to give clarity or 
explanations to the interval observations, were coded by hand to elicit key behaviours of 
the target student. These findings were synthesised with the findings of the frequency 
analysis to create a composite of the student’s social behaviours within the classroom 
environment. 
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8.4 Interview Analysis: Coding 
The next step in the within-case study analysis process returned to the interviews 
conducted with the key players in each study: teacher, student, Principal and peers. Earlier 
in this chapter the results from the cross-case analysis of the four key player groups were 
presented. The open codes conceptualised in this cross-case analysis for each key player 
group, were now taken and each list colour-coded by hand to differentiate individual case 
study participant contributions. Respective contributions of open codes from each case 
study were now visually evident, which made the compilation of codes within cases much 
simpler.  
From each of the four key player lists the researcher took the open codes that were 
generated by participants from the same case study. Using Microsoft Word, the codes from 
each key player list were cut and pasted into a single document. This new list, for example, 
now constituted open codes conceptualised by the teacher, student, Principal and peer 
group for CS2, the first of the three case studies used in this section. Once all four key 
player open codes were transferred, the grounded theory analysis methods detailed 
previously in Chapter 7 were employed.  
The newly conceptualised list of open codes then underwent axial coding. It must 
be noted at this point that the axial coding process within each case study differed 
markedly from the axial coding process described in Chapter 7 as part of the cross-case 
analysis. For the within-case analysis, the researcher was now “identifying properties 
through an interpretive lens” (Harry et al., 2005, p. 5) and beginning to abstract meaning 
from the data. The process of attribution of particular codes to categories was at this point 
based on a more informed understanding of the data rather than on the more descriptive 
categorisation undertaken in the first iteration of axial coding illustrated in the cross-case 
analysis. For example, in the cross-case analysis of the teacher participant interviews, the 
category ‘student’ was a composite of the open codes for generic student attributes: 
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fixations, sensory issues, comparison with regular students, aspects of individual student, 
individuality, “interesting” (i.e., in-vivo code). At this stage of the within-case analysis, 
these generic student codes took on greater meaning, and were attributed to the more 
definitive categories of ‘Asperger Syndrome’ (fixations, sensory issues), ‘Individuality’ 
(aspects of individual student, individuality) and ‘attitudes’ (comparison with regular 
students, “interesting”). A detailed list of the set of categories of each case study and its 
supporting open codes can be found in Appendices RR, SS, and TT. 
This process of constant comparison generated categories produced by the four 
participants. At this stage in the within-case analysis process, the researcher selectively 
related these individual categories to one of the four constructs underpinning this research: 
attitudes toward inclusion (AI), teacher effectiveness (TE), academic climate (AC) and 
social inclusion (SI). If a category did not fit into one of these constructs, then it was 
allocated to a selective code labeled as ‘other’ (O). Table 31 illustrates the results of the 
selective coding process for CS2, with results tables from the other two case studies found 
in Appendices UU and VV.  
 
8.5 Triangulation of Within-case Analysis for Three Case-Studies 
It was at this stage of analysis that the key findings from the three primary data 
points in the analysis of each case study were brought together. Noting the concerns of a 
staunch constructivist paradigm, which says the extent to which triangulation is used is 
moot, as “in this view of the world researchers are presumed to enact the phenomena they 
are studying; thus there is no point of reality on which to triangulate” (Orlikowski & 
Baroudi, 1991, p. 4), Urquhart (2013) responds by noting “the idea that more than one 
method can be used to collect data on a phenomenon is too useful to be skewered on 
arguments about the nature of reality” (p. 62).  
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Table 31 
Selective Codes for Case Study 4 Interviews 
Construct Categories 
Attitudes toward Inclusion  
(AI) 
Attitudes 
Disability 
Inclusion 
Personal 
Teacher Effectiveness  
(TE) 
Asperger Syndrome 
Behaviour 
Experience 
Instruction 
Professional 
Student 
Teacher 
Academic Climate  
(AC) 
Placement 
School 
Support 
Social Inclusion  
(SI) 
Interests 
Peers 
Social inclusion 
Other  
(O) 
Family 
Identity 
Interview behaviours 
 
In fact, a number of researchers note that multiple means of collecting data around 
the same phenomenon contribute significantly to the credibility of the findings (e.g., 
Bryman, 2004; Marshall & Rossman, 2011; Urquhart, 2013; Yin, 2011). According to Yin 
(2009) “the most important advantage presented by using multiple sources of evidence is 
the development of converging lines of inquiry, a process of triangulation and 
corroboration” (p. 115). Thus, the researcher resolved to triangulate the findings of this 
analysis to thus enhance the credibility and demonstrate convergence of key findings.  
For each case study, results from the three primary data points were explored in 
relation to the four constructs of the research, producing a summary of the within-case 
analysis of each case study. Each summary took the form of a table that presented key 
findings for each construct, citing results, supporting evidence and the triangulation of data 
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sources. For example, in CS2, findings that supported the social inclusion construct, 
supporting evidence and triangulation of sources were reported in a manner illustrated in 
Table 32. 
  
Table 32  
Triangulation of the Social Inclusion Construct: Case Study 2 
Social Inclusion construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
No opportunities 
for social 
interactions given 
in the classroom 
 
Environment not 
created to engage 
student socially 
 
Student allowed to 
disengage from 
social situations 
 
 
 
 
Teacher is primary 
social partner 
 
Peers’ social 
rejection of target 
student 
• Teacher utilises whole class and individual 
instruction and does not have any group work 
activities in the classroom. 
 
 
• Student sits alone at a desk in front of the 
teacher’s table. Not placed with a group of 
students.  
 
 
• Student walks away from social situations, 
ignores her peers. No direct instruction as to 
relevant social skills. 
 
• Student identifies they have no friends and 
prefers to be alone.   
 
 
• Social interactions are recorded as primarily 
occurring between the student and teacher. 
 
• Peers feel sorry for student. State they would not 
play with her. Do not identify her as a friend.  
EBASS, 
written record 
 
 
 
Written 
record 
 
 
 
Written 
record, 
Student Obs 
Schedule 
(SOS) 
Interview (S) 
 
 
 
SOS, 
Interview (T) 
 
Interview 
(PG), SOS 
 
Triangulation summary tables were compiled for each case study and can be found in 
Appendices WW, XX, and YY. Each case study triangulation table shows the attribution 
of findings to each of the four constructs and to the ‘other’ selective code. A range of 
evidentiary support is tabled for each finding with data sources for each example of 
evidence noted.  
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Once all three case studies had been independently analysed, their results were 
collated and amalgamated to provide an overall composite summary of the within-case 
analysis. Points of similarity within the case studies were highlighted and disparate results 
noted. The outcomes of this synthesis of results are detailed for the reader at the end of this 
chapter in Section 8.6.  
 
8.5.1 Case Study 2: Within-case results.  Chapter 7 introduced the participants 
of Case Study Two (CS2) and provided detailed descriptions of each of the key players. To 
refresh, the participants were Lisa – Teacher, Vanessa – Student, Alice – Principal and a 
peer group of three females. The key findings from both interviews and observations from 
this case study were found to contribute to all four constructs of the research.  
Initially, there appeared an overwhelmingly negative response to the concepts of 
disability and inclusion, as was articulated by the evidence provided by all participants 
toward the attitudes toward inclusion construct. Interview transcripts noted that disability 
was equated to a ‘virus’ (Lisa) and a ‘disease’ (PG2) and was conceptualised by the peer 
group as a physical manifestation, “The guy in the wheelchair. I don’t know what a 
disability is, something with his legs?” (PG3).  
Aspects of Vanessa’s disability served as her defining features for both her peers and 
for the adult participants. Her peers commented that she “was different” but “we’re all the 
same here”. Her inclusion in a mainstream class, as opposed to the suggested “special 
class” (Lisa), was perceived as having a negative impact on her classmates. Alice, the 
Principal, stated, “We know that some children are going to pay a slightly higher price 
because of the inclusion of kids such as Vanessa”. Vanessa self-reported that she 
“sometimes gets angry” and “I usually start punching and kicking” when she perceives her 
classmates are teasing her.  
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Vanessa’s peers conceptualised her inclusion in the classroom as her receiving 
different support from them, “She does different things to us” and specialised treatment 
from her teacher, “I’m more structured with Vanessa” and “I try to keep her out of trouble 
as much as possible”. When asked about this, Vanessa commented that Lisa was a helper 
and gave her hints when she was having trouble. She could not identify any ways in which 
she believed she was treated differently to her classmates.  
The adult participants in this case study believed inclusion to be “hard work” (Alice), 
and despite advocating that it was “a whole school responsibility” (Alice & Lisa), the 
success of inclusion was placed firmly on the shoulders of the teacher. Inclusion, according 
to Alice, was likened to a competition, a fight that had to be won and in this school she 
perceived her staff to be the biggest barrier. She commented that “Staff’s inflexibility, the 
need to win at all costs and the lack of understanding” were the primary difficulties she 
faced in promoting an inclusive school culture.  
A perceived lack of time, support and resources were noted as critical factors in the 
discussion of the construct of academic climate. All participants except the student 
reported feeling powerless in the decision making process, commenting on decisions being 
made for and about them without their consultation or active participation. This higher 
order decision-making without collaborative input was particularly relevant when 
discussing Vanessa’s placement in Lisa’s class. Lisa stated she was not involved in any 
placement discussions regarding Vanessa and when asked commented, “It was my turn 
[for an ‘interesting’ child]. We have to spread them out a bit”. This response did not reflect 
the Principal’s belief that “I look to see their [student] strengths and weaknesses. I look to 
see who I can place them with as some of my teachers are better able to provide for 
students with needs than others”. It appeared that when enrolling students with special 
education needs, Alice considered the needs of individual students and attempted to match 
their placement to the skill set of her staff. This process, however, was not a collaborative 
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one, with staff not made aware of or included in the decision-making process or indeed 
acknowledged for their skills.  
The adult participants from this school conveyed a belief that they did not have the 
internal capacity to support students with Asperger Syndrome. Interview data revealed the 
perceived need for an “expert” or “learned other” (Alice & Lisa) to support the successful 
participation of a student with Asperger Syndrome in this setting. Funding and monetary 
constraints, “support is a never ending money pit” (Alice), along with lack of adequate 
resources and inadequate preparation time were all evidenced by Lisa and Alice as 
contributing to the academic climate of this case study setting. The term ‘systemic 
blinkering’ was coined by the researcher to encapsulate the belief of the Principal that the 
governing sector was not responding to or even aware of issues at the coalface for school 
staff in their attempts to educate students with Asperger Syndrome. Comments, such as 
“The (school sector) doesn’t understand that we are operating on a knee-jerk reaction. The 
(school sector) doesn’t get that we need greater flexibility. The (school sector) wants us to 
take children but there’s no resources for them” highlighted Alice’s frustrations and 
illustrated her perceived limitations to student support.  
Multiple sources of evidence contributed findings to the teacher effectiveness 
construct. For the majority of the observational period, Lisa’s class, including Vanessa, 
was engaged in whole class instruction of academic focused activities, with minimal time 
recorded as having no purposeful or directed activity. Most of the observational period was 
given over to completion of worksheets and workbook tasks, with very little class time 
having no dedicated task allocation. Lisa engaged in verbal activity for most of the 
observational time, talking, questioning and discussing aspects of the lesson with the class.  
The most noted finding within this construct was the lack of knowledge about 
Asperger Syndrome by all participants, including Vanessa herself. The observed behaviour 
of the teacher, the mode and means of instruction used in the classroom, the comments 
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made in interviews, all highlighted a lack of awareness on the part of the teacher, Principal 
and peers as to what Asperger Syndrome is and what is quality educational practice for a 
student with Asperger Syndrome. In her interview Lisa stated she had a limited knowledge 
of Asperger Syndrome, “I think there’s so much more I need to know” and this lack of 
confidence in her own abilities was reflected in her practice. For example, all instruction 
was presented verbally when research clearly states visual instruction is the preferred 
medium for student with Asperger Syndrome (Attwood, 2007; Bullard, 2004; Dodd, 2005).  
No attempt was made by Lisa to address the excessive amount of off-task behaviour 
shown by Vanessa through the recurring manipulation of materials. Both the EBASS 
recordings and data collected through the student observation schedule showed Vanessa 
engaged in significant amounts of off-task and manipulative behaviours. For example, she 
spent over half of the observational period engaged in manipulation of materials not related 
to academic engagement. These behaviours included playing with a pencil, clipping 
together connector pens and stacking glue sticks on top of each other. This repetitive 
routine is a unique characteristic of a person with Asperger Syndrome (Attwood, 2007; 
Gillberg, 2002). Lisa acknowledged that Vanessa “liked her fingers to be moving a lot” 
and felt that when this behaviour was happening she wasn’t concentrating. Thus she 
questioned, “So I don’t know, do we let her have her fingers moving?” Lisa’s reluctance to 
engage in addressing this behaviour further highlighted her lack of understanding of 
Vanessa’s idiosyncratic behaviours. Despite Lisa’s awareness that Vanessa responded well 
to teacher attention, indicated by her comment “She does like that access to me. She feels 
safe and she doesn’t want to move”, Lisa gave Vanessa her exclusive focus for less than 
ten percent of the entire observational period.  
Further, examples of her lack of confidence in her understanding of Asperger 
Syndrome appear in Lisa’s comments regarding Vanessa’s abilities to feel and empathise. 
She stated, “I wonder if she thinks she has feelings, I’m not sure. Does she know what they 
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are? Is she just using those words? I don’t know”. A common trait of a person with 
Asperger Syndrome is an impaired Theory of Mind (ToM) or the inability to understand 
that other people have thoughts and feelings that are different from our own. Dodd (2005) 
comments, “Children on the autism spectrum do not recognise that people vary in their 
thoughts, beliefs and desires that impact on their behaviour” (p. 5). Lisa’s limited 
awareness about Vanessa’s emotional recognition skills only served to give greater 
credence to her lack of understanding of an Asperger personality.  
Vanessa’s peers were very forthcoming in their comments about her, using terms 
such as “really annoying” and “different”. Several times they mentioned Vanessa’s habit of 
making noises and “interrupting by making noises” when they were trying to learn. When 
asked if they knew why she did this, PG1 replied “No. She just does it” and PG3 “I think 
she finds it amusing”. None of the peer group participants had heard of the term Asperger 
Syndrome and all commented on the notion of disability as something that could be seen, 
such as someone using a wheelchair.  
When asked, the school Principal, Alice, confessed to not having an understanding of 
Asperger Syndrome, saying it “Is just a label”. However, later in the interview she 
contradicted this view by stating “For me, there’s no label. I don’t have labels. I know we 
have labels, but I don’t have labels”. She considered herself to have limited professional 
knowledge of Asperger Syndrome and that her staff’s understanding was also limited, 
“They only know as much as I know”. Teacher efficacy appeared to be further 
compromised by this allusion to the Principal as the source of all knowledge within the 
school, thus contributing to her perceived role as ‘power holder’.  
This perception effectively removed authority from the teacher and handed it to the 
Principal, further compromising Lisa’s effectiveness in the classroom. Lisa elaborated by 
saying that she often referred Vanessa to the Principal to “deal with her”, thus enabling this 
transfer of power to Alice. Alice, however, stated that Vanessa’s parents were “the only 
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taskmasters who can hold her accountable at the moment”, indicating her belief that her 
power, despite what others may think, was actually not all-encompassing. One must 
question if this perceived imbalance in power was due in part to Alice having formal 
qualifications in Special Education. She was very forthcoming in her belief that she was 
the only person on staff who could cater to the needs of the students requiring specialised 
support because her staff don’t have time to, “I have to do that for them or they go 
without”. Tellingly she commented, “If I had another person in my school who had the 
expertise” inferring she already had the skills and knowledge with which to do this.  
The lack of knowledge in the area of Asperger Syndrome also had a significant 
impact on the construct of social inclusion. The facilitation of socially inclusive 
opportunities by Lisa for Vanessa was non-existent. At no time during class observations 
was Vanessa included as part of any group, to the point where her desk in the classroom 
was isolated from the rest of her classmates. Lisa did not use any group-based strategies as 
part of her instructional repertoire. Thus she provided no opportunity for Vanessa to 
engage socially with her peers. This isolation resulted in rejection by her peers who 
honestly stated they wouldn’t play with her and didn’t view her as a friend. Further, due to 
no engagement with her peers, the teacher was observed to be Vanessa’s only social 
partner.  
Poorly developed and/or inappropriate social behaviours are a central characteristic 
of persons with Asperger Syndrome. Often persons with Asperger Syndrome are unable to 
understand the complex rules of social engagement. Dodd (2005) proposed, “ Suggestions 
to assist social integration include teaching children and adults to respond to social cues, 
and providing them with a number of possible responses to use in social situations” (p. 
138). No explicit social skills instruction was observed or alluded to, adding weight to the 
finding that all participants had a significant lack of knowledge in the area of Asperger 
Syndrome.  
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Results from class observations found that for almost half of the 180-minute 
observational period Vanessa was not engaged in any form of social interaction with 
anyone. The majority of the interactions she did partake in were found to be of a quality 
that did not support her social interaction. When sending a message to a social partner, 
only the sub-skill of ‘greeting’ was observed to be a competent social performance 
facilitating social interaction. Vanessa was able to demonstrate acknowledgement 
behaviours of looking at and turning toward her social partner. Despite this apparent 
adherence to the social conventions of interaction, the quality of these skills gave no 
support to her social interaction.   
Timing skills are the behaviours that “refer to an individual’s ability to time his 
responses in relation to his social partner’s responses so he neither interrupts nor 
unreasonably delays initiating a response” (Doble & Magill-Evans, 1992, p. 148). These 
skills are particularly important for a person with a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome, as 
they are concerned with issues of perseveration and demonstration of the ability to end the 
message after a reasonable time frame. Dodd (2005) highlighted the need for persons on 
the Autism spectrum to manage their obsessional and perseverative language and “try not 
to let perseverative and obsessional language dominate all interactions” (p. 68).  
Vanessa was observed to be a fluent speaker with her social partner, who was in this 
observation, the person sitting next to her. She demonstrated competence in timing the 
duration of her interactions, in turn taking with her social partner and was able to end her 
message after a reasonable time period. Vanessa was able to assume the position of 
conversation and match her language to that of her social partner in a manner that 
facilitated her social interaction with this partner. The two behaviours reported to be 
ineffective in quality (Englund et al., 1995, p. 20) and which disturbed her social 
interaction and opportunity for talk were the skills of ‘expresses emotion’ and ‘self talk’. 
This result suggested Vanessa was unable to send a message compatible with her social 
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partner’s affective tone and was not able to build on her partner’s social message. These 
results indicate Vanessa’s social interaction performance was questionable and not 
supporting or creating social opportunities for her.  
Vanessa reported having only one friend at school, Jack*. She described Jack as 
being a good friend, however, when they were together in the playground. Vanessa said 
she only played with Jack if “no one else is gonna play with him. And if anyone’s playing 
with him, I just go and play in the sandpit”. Vanessa considered Jack to be her friend based 
on her parameters of friendship and was not prepared to extend this relationship to others. 
Their friendship was supported by comments from Lisa and Vanessa’s peer group. Lisa 
described the friendship as a ‘like finds like’ situation, as Jack was “a very challenging 
student himself” and “They’re both outcasts. They found each other on the first day”. 
Vanessa’s peers saw her friendship with Jack as an unconditional one. “She has a friend 
that can actually trust her and it’s good to see she is getting along with someone”. The peer 
group participants stated conditions in which they might consider playing with Vanessa, 
such as if she was lonely and they felt sorry for her but preferred not to have to deal with 
her. Jack was not interviewed as he was in a different class to Vanessa and the only 
interactions they engaged in were outside of the classroom and as such, beyond the 
parameters of this study. 
Alice however, was not as complimentary as others of this friendship. In her 
interview she stated that Vanessa “fixates on the naughty boys” and “She likes to take 
them under her wing and mother them”. Underpinning all of this case study discussion is 
the fact that Vanessa had only been at this school for six months. One must therefore be 
mindful of the opportunities she had in this time to establish friendships or relationships 
with peers, given her idiosyncratic Asperger type behaviour and that she was coming into a 
setting where peer relationships had been established for a number of years. This would be 
a very difficult social situation for any young person to be entering. 
  247 
Finally, other factors that contributed to the findings of this case study but did not 
align with any of the constructs are family factors and student identity. Families were 
outside the brief of this project so that no evidence from participants was sought or 
expected. The student contributed a superficial link to family in describing only her 
position within it and demographic factors such as the date of her father’s birthday. Alice, 
the Principal, however, was vocal in her discussion of home school relationships and the 
responsibilities of both parties to ensure the success of such association. She also 
commented on her belief that parents often held unrealistic expectations for their child, and 
this often impacted on the long-term relationships between home and school.  
Student identity emerged as a factor outside of the constructs but significant in its 
contribution to understanding each case study’s unique student participant. Vanessa did not 
know of her diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome and commented she had not heard of this 
term. She was the only participant in the case study to define herself as a positive, unique 
individual, describing herself through her likes and dislikes, interests and emotions. The 
remaining participants defined her by her appearance, by her academic abilities, by her 
behaviour and by comparing her to other students. Vanessa commented on her preference 
to being alone and to not having friends. She presented as a unique, spirited and talented 
young lady who displayed many of the typical characteristics of Asperger Syndrome but 
who was compared to her typically developing peers by her teacher and socially rejected 
by her peers.  
 
8.5.2 Case Study 3: Within-case results.  Chapter 7 introduced the participants 
of Case Study Three (CS3), and provided detailed descriptions of each of the key 
participants, Ivan – Teacher, Josh – Student, and Doug – Principal. Recalling for the reader 
that this case study did not include a peer group as neither Josh nor Ivan were able to 
nominate when asked any peers who could be considered as friends for the purposes of this 
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study. Several demographic features of this case study were similar to those of CS2. Ivan, 
as was Lisa (CS2-T) was an experienced teacher, claiming 26 years of teaching and like 
Lisa, held no formal qualifications in special education. The target student in his class, 
Josh, was the same age, ten years, and in the same year of schooling, Year Five, as 
Vanessa (CS2-S). However, in contrast to the previous case study, all participants in CS3 
were male. Doug, the Principal, considered himself to be relatively new to the school, 
having been appointed 18 months ago. CS3 School had an enrolment of 450 students, 40% 
more than CS2. Josh, unlike newly transferred Vanessa, had been attending CS3 School 
for his entire educational life.  
The findings from this case study were markedly different to the previous one in a 
number of ways. Significant differences were found in the areas of teacher knowledge and 
behaviour, environmental issues, and the notable absence of positive peer relationships. 
The most marked difference between CS2 and CS3 however, was the student himself. Josh 
identified as having multiple disabilities, “I got quite a bit of disorders, really. I think I 
almost have every disorder” and noted a list “One: autism. Two: ADHD. Three: ODD. 
Four: ADD. Five: hayfever”.  When asked what ADHD, ODD and ADD meant he gave a 
slight laugh and said, “ Uh…I think I’ve forgotten”.  
Throughout the observations and interview, Josh presented as an angry, sometimes 
violent, young man, who incorporated the language and actions of the graphic video games 
that he engaged in daily into his behavioural repertoire. For example, when talking about 
how he dealt with his anger, Josh stated, “I feel like I want to beat the living hell out of 
someone. If people annoy me for longer than I can handle, then I totally lose it and I’ll just 
try to jump over and just try and pull off their arm and sort of like stomp all over their 
head”. Numerous times throughout his interview, he graphically described acts of 
‘revenge’ toward peers whom he perceived had wronged him and during one of the student 
observation sessions, was observed throwing a chair at a classmate who had accidently 
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bumped him out of the way when coming into the classroom. Josh used his diagnoses as 
excuses for his behaviour, “Well since I got autism and ADHD I get twice as angry as a 
normal person” and provided a rationalisation of his actions through the profound 
statement, “Sometimes pain to others gives you less pain to yourself”. 
The limited connections he gave to his family through his interview were made only 
in relation to their game playing ability. This obsession with video games could be 
attributed as a circumscribed interest, whereby “interests and activities are pursued with 
great intensity, often to the exclusion of other activities” (Attwood, 2003, p. 127). 
However, the macabre and extremely violent thoughts and actions Josh discussed and 
displayed were judged by the researcher to be the result of more significant mental health 
issues and should not be considered a typical trait of a person with Asperger Syndrome. 
Yet, despite the prominence of his aggressive actions, Josh was able to self report 
affirmative emotions, such as enjoyment at “looking at the sky and watching the clouds” 
and appeared to empathise with the feelings of others, “He might feel like he is in pain”. 
He engaged in several instances of sarcasm with the researcher. For example, when asked 
if he liked having friends, Josh replied, “At least it beats being a loner” and laughed.  
In seeming contrast to the aggressive persona Josh portrayed to those around him, he 
relied on the security provided by a stuffed toy shark, “Sharkie”, that he kept with him at 
all times. Sharkie sat on Josh’s desk in the classroom and was carried under his arm at all 
other times. When Josh moved around the classroom he took Sharkie with him.  In his 
interview, Josh described Sharkie as “my best friend”. Josh described how Sharkie helped 
to calm him when he was angry “He calms me down when I start to lose it. He is actually 
the best that I got to calm me down”. In the classroom, Josh was observed hugging and 
squeezing Sharkie when his behaviour started to escalate. This sensory contact, combined 
with deep breaths appeared to be a successful calming strategy for Josh. 
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Although Sharkie was a successful calming strategy, Josh appeared oblivious to how 
others saw his dependence on this stuffed toy. The presence of a stuffed toy as a constant 
companion to a ten-year-old boy provided ample opportunity for ridicule and teasing. 
Numerous times throughout the observation period, Josh’s classmates were observed 
poking the stuffed shark with their pencils, taking Sharkie off Josh’s table, waving him 
around and occasionally throwing him across the room. Josh’s response to any touching of 
Sharkie was always to react with expletives and glaring toward the perpetrator, with a 
quick escalation to a physical attack if no teacher intervention occurred. Doug, the 
Principal, noted that “the soft toys and all of that have come out again, which at the end of 
last year they were put away. He didn’t need them last year, so obviously his anxiety is 
increasing”. No further explanation of this increase in anxiety was offered by Doug.  
Through an exploration of the data surrounding the academic climate construct, the 
researcher postulated that Josh’s heightened anxiety could be due to the environment in 
which he was placed. The class was comprised of twenty-one boys with identified 
behaviour issues and Josh. The class was created especially to meet the needs of its cohort. 
Ivan described the class as a “structured class in which all the boys had issues coping with 
school and learning” and a place where Josh would “benefit from some things that are 
different in terms of curriculum”. Doug, the Principal, appeared excited when discussing 
the formation of the class, stating, “There is a lot of research going around at the moment 
saying that a Special Ed-based class is a smart use of teacher aide time. We could 
maximise that time by putting all those children who do get support in the one class”. One 
would therefore expect to see the presence of a Teacher’s Aide in Ivan’s classroom given 
the inferred support allocation for a number of students in the class. This was not the case 
as no Teacher’s Aide was seen in Ivan’s class during any observational session. It appeared 
that Ivan received little to no aide time support and no other personnel support was 
observed during the research period.  
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A need for professional development for all staff in the area of Asperger Syndrome 
was reported as a factor impacting the academic climate construct. Doug believed that his 
staff’s understanding of Asperger Syndrome would vary, with experience and exposure 
leading to understanding. “I think teachers really start connecting with it once they have a 
child with Asperger’s in their classroom”. Ivan stated that teacher’s lack of understanding 
of Asperger Syndrome and their lack of empathy were barriers to social inclusion. Both 
identified the need for targeted professional development and additional support, such as 
extra Teacher Aide time, smaller classes, and peer understanding, as possible areas of 
future staff development.  
Thus, the classroom was a busy, noisy environment, filled with the clamour of 
twenty-one loud and boisterous young men and Josh. Written records revealed all students 
at some time during the observation period engaged in off-task, out of seat behaviour. 
Numerous instances of calling out and calling over the top of each other were recorded 
during observations. There was an equal mix of peer-to-peer interactions and peer-to-
teacher exchanges. Overall, every observation described a very noisy classroom 
environment. A noisy environment may not be an issue for most pupils but when a student 
in the class has sensory sensitivity to sound, placement in a class such as this proved 
difficult for this student with Asperger Syndrome. “Sensory processing difficulties impair 
the person’s ability to function and perform daily activities” (Dodd, 2005, p. 104). 
Across the observational period, Josh displayed several responses to the distress 
caused by his hypersensitivity to sound. Written records document him sitting at his table 
in the classroom, covering his ears. Both Ivan and Doug mentioned this coping behaviour 
in their interviews. “If there’s a very noisy assembly item, or if it’s very noisy in class, 
he’ll put his hands over his ears” (Ivan). Doug acknowledged he thought Josh “Struggled 
to cope in the classroom. The noise!” and that “Instead of his hands we’re investigating 
where to get some earmuffs”.   
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Both Ivan and Doug therefore appeared knowledgeable about Josh’s sensory 
sensitivities. Ivan compared Josh to other students he had taught who also had a diagnosis 
of Asperger Syndrome stating, “All of these kids haven’t liked noise”. Doug perceived 
Josh to be “Struggling with the noise, and that increases his anxiety”. Yet despite this 
awareness of Josh’s “preference for smaller, quieter learning opportunities” (Doug), he 
was placed into a class of boys who all presented with “fairly strong behaviour problems” 
(Doug). Ivan, knowing Josh’s reaction to noise, insisted on his participation in an 
impromptu dodgeball game in the hall. All Year Five students were involved in the game. 
Records reveal Josh hid behind Ivan for the duration of the session, cowering in a doorway 
with his hands over his ears. Later in his interview, Doug admitted that perhaps, “On 
reflection, this was probably not the best class to put Josh in. He probably would have been 
better off in one of the other classes”.    
Aside from the stress resulting from this inclusion in the noisy environment, 
placement in this class resulted in limited facilitation of socially inclusive opportunities for 
Josh. He sat alone at the back of the room, “he made the choice where he wanted to sit” 
(Ivan) and did not engage with other students unless he had to. Positive interaction with a 
class peer was observed only once throughout the study, and recorded on the Student 
Observation Schedule. This interaction revealed Josh to be a fluent speaker (Doble & 
Magill-Evans, 1992) with this social partner, with the duration of his interaction scored as 
competent (Englund et al., 1995).  
Josh spent the remainder of the observational time on his own. In his interview, he 
stated that he preferred to be by himself and when asked, was unable to name anyone as a 
friend. Instead, he described two students who he played with occasionally at recess and 
lunch as “sorta my friend, like half a friend”. They were only ‘half-friends’ because “they 
didn’t understand that much, which can be a bit annoying at times”. Later questioning 
revealed these two ‘friends’ were in Year One and were much younger than Josh. This 
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preference for younger companions is common for students with Asperger Syndrome 
(Attwood, 2007; Shaked & Yirmiya, 2003). This preference for control of social 
interaction was further illustrated when Josh stood at the edge of a peer group 
conversation. He appeared to be listening to what was being said and followed the 
conversation with his eyes. When a peer asked him a question, he said “Shut up” and 
walked away. This behaviour was supported by a comment from Doug, “I think a lot of 
that [social exclusion] is sometimes defined by the students themselves”. As was the case 
with Vanessa (CS2-S), the data reported that Josh’s primary social partner was Ivan, his 
teacher.  
Josh’s preference for isolation was supported by Ivan’s style of teaching. For eighty-
four percent of the observational period Ivan’s class, including Josh, was engaged in whole 
class and individual instruction of academic-focused activities, with minimal time recorded 
as having no purposeful or directed activity. At no time during the study was group work 
undertaken with the class. Most of the observational period was spent completing 
individual worksheets, workbook, and paper and pen tasks. Ivan engaged in predominantly 
verbal activity for most of the observational period, talking, questioning and reading aloud 
to the class. Teacher and student, or one to one scaffolding of content occurred for eleven 
percent of the observational period. This individual attention resulted in Josh’s sustained 
engagement with the task at hand. Observational data noted that when Ivan moved away, 
Josh’s engagement with the task stopped.  
Further exploration of the teacher effectiveness construct revealed several 
contradictions between what was said and what was observed in practice. Ivan, when asked 
to rate his knowledge of Asperger Syndrome, reported, “Limited, I’ll be honest”.  Indeed 
his teaching style, predominantly whole class verbal instruction, may have been 
necessitated by the demands of the class, but it excluded Josh on a number of levels. Josh’s 
preference for video games highlighted his partiality for the visual medium. There was no 
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use of visual scaffolds, instructions or visual presentation of content observed during the 
study. The noisiness of the classroom was only dealt with when it became overwhelmingly 
loud. Ivan addressed the noise level by shouting at the students to quiet down. This 
response only served to exacerbate Josh’s already heightened anxiety.  
Yet, though he may not have voiced it, Ivan’s responses to later interview questions 
combined with the majority of his actions in the classroom actually evidenced a broad 
understanding of inclusive teaching practices. He was able to discuss appropriate teaching 
strategies, such as “shortening instructions”, “modeling”, “keeping to routines”, and 
“making accommodations” in order to effectively support a student with Asperger 
Syndrome. He was observed enacting a range of these quality-teaching practices. For 
example, when he spoke with Josh, Ivan got down to Josh’s level, spoke short, direct 
sentences in a quiet voice, and made eye contact.  
During one observation, Ivan demonstrated how he adjusted an assessment task for 
Josh. While the rest of the class was completing an assessment worksheet about circuits, 
Ivan sat with Josh and talked through the questions with him. He asked questions and 
posed problems in a way that reflected the content of the worksheet and enabled Josh to 
tell what he knew. When asked why he adjusted the assessment, Ivan replied, “I knew Josh 
wouldn’t be able to write the answers, as his handwriting is so poor, and he would just give 
up. This way, I still get to see what he knows and what he has learnt in this unit”.  
Further evidence of Ivan’s effectiveness was reflected in the data that showed the 
class was engaged in purposeful activity for the entire observational period. He was 
observed integrating technology into his lessons and using the interactive whiteboard to 
engage students. Ivan was also cognizant of environmental considerations, not only for 
Josh, but also for all the students in the class. “The problem I have with this class, is that I 
have to consider – I don’t just consider it for Josh; however, I do consider it for Josh”. 
Doug was complimentary of Ivan’s knowledge and expertise, stating, “Ivan, the teacher, is 
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outstanding. He’s patient, he tries to listen to them, and I think they do respect it, in their 
own way. I’m sure they do”.  
Overall, the school presented positive attitudes toward inclusion. The language of 
participants talked of a ‘school community’ that recognised and embraced the individual 
needs of all its students across the whole scale of learning. The Principal, Doug, said he 
encountered no difficulties in promoting an inclusive culture. “In fact, we’re the opposite. 
Our staff is pretty supportive”. Both Doug and Ivan referred to the collaborative processes 
within the school that were enacted in the support of all students. They reported the 
school’s Learning Support team (LST) worked with teachers to support the behavioural, 
social and academic needs of students, with specific reference made to the Team’s support 
of Josh and his sensory sensitivities. The School Counsellor was also mentioned as a key 
player in the schools collaborative support processes. Finally, families were also 
recognised as part of the collaborative support processes located at CS3 School. Doug 
commented, “Parents have a role in everything that happens here. No-one is in the dark”. 
Both Doug and Ivan commented on the positive role families played in the school 
community and recognised their knowledge and expertise in the support of their child. 
To summarise, the data from CS3 gave rise to a description of a second individual, 
Josh, and the key people in his educational environment. Josh described himself as “having 
Autism”, and also identified as having several other disorders. He blamed his violent 
behaviours on the combination of his autism and ADHD. Josh was a young man who 
enjoyed video games about power, seeing himself as powerful and more knowledgeable 
than his peers; “I’d rather work by myself so I know I’d do a better job”. Josh preferred to 
be alone, had no quality friendships and isolated himself socially at every opportunity. The 
School Principal, Doug, and Josh’s teacher, Ivan, defined Josh by his academic abilities 
and his behaviours. Josh was the only participant to provide insight into the interests that 
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so defined his demeanour. Josh displayed many of the traits of a person with a diagnosis of 
Asperger Syndrome in a manner that illustrated his distinctive and unique personality.  
 
8.5.3 Case Study 4: Within-case results.  Results from Case Study 4 (CS4) 
demonstrated with clarity the uniqueness of this combination of participants and the 
environment within which they operated. The participants of CS4 were Linda – Teacher, 
Jacob – Student, Marian – School Principal, and a peer group of three friends nominated 
by Jacob. Linda was an experienced teacher, citing 25 years experience in classroom 
teaching. Like Lisa (CS2-T) and Ivan (CS3-T), Linda held no formal qualifications in 
special education but described herself as “an ex-Special Ed teacher”, reporting she had 
taught a special education class for students with mild intellectual disability several years 
previously. The target student in this study, Jacob, was aged 11 years and enrolled in Year 
Six. Jacob was one of the students who had been interviewed previously by the researcher 
as part of the pilot study. Marian had been Principal of the school since it opened thirteen 
years ago. The three peers nominated for participation were self-reported friends of 
Jacob’s. All were his age, in Year Six at school, and two of the three were currently in his 
class. Chapter 5, Section 5.2.2 provided a detailed description of each participant. CS4 
School had an enrolment of 600 students, almost twice the size of CS2 School and 30% 
larger than that of CS3. Jacob had been a student at CS4 School for all his educational life. 
As was found in CS3, CS4 School presented as one that actively supported the 
principles of inclusion. The language of participants talked of a school community that 
recognised and valued individual identity, “You know, there’s a general sort of feeling that 
if we have students not only with Asperger’s, but other issues, that we try and support 
them as best we can” (Marian, CS4 Principal). Inclusion was a concept central to the ethos 
of the school from its very beginning. A support class for students with an ASD was part 
of the establishment cohort of the school. From day one of the school’s opening, students 
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with an ASD were part of the school community. The inclusion of the support class from 
establishment was, Marian believed, a key component to the creation of the awareness of 
inclusion that permeated the school’s philosophy and which appeared evident in all areas 
of practice, “I think if we didn’t have the support classes, we’d have to work at it a lot 
harder than we are now”. Linda, the class teacher, supported this conviction with her 
comment, “Because, I mean they are seen as part of the school, and the kids see them as 
being directly involved”.  
All participants reported positive attitudes toward inclusion. Marian and Linda both 
espoused the principle that inclusion was to embrace all students in all aspects of school 
life and to provide the same opportunities for all students irrespective of ability. For 
example, Linda reported, “Jacob is happy this year because he’s had the opportunities, he 
keeps telling me, to be involved in the schools’ Primary Schools Sports Association 
(PSSA) school soccer team; playing against other schools in the local area. He’s been 
involved in the summer and the winter ones”. Jacob’s selection and active participation 
in,PSSA sport provides evidence of this equal opportunity. In the classroom, Jacob 
appeared to receive the same opportunities as his classmates. This consideration was 
supported through the EBASS data, which showed Linda’s behaviours of approval and 
focus to be shared equally amongst all students in her class.  
One of the peer group participants commented he had “been his (Jacob’s) friend 
since pre-school” (PG-1) and that “We’re just a big group of friends”. All members of the 
peer group indicated their belief that part of their role as Jacob’s friend was to help him 
when he was in trouble, “We’ll just sit by there and just…be quiet, and…yeah, wait until 
he tells us that he’s OK”. They were proactive in talking with their teachers about the best 
ways to help, “Last year he got really angry, and I didn’t know why he couldn’t just stop, 
and I had a talk to one of the teachers who was his teacher and she told me about it” (PG1). 
This example illustrates how at CS4 School, support for individual students was not the 
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responsibility of just one person. The Principal, school staff, and students, were all 
proactively engaged in collaborative, whole school procedures, enacted as support for 
individual students, with Marian actively promoting inclusion as a “partnership between 
myself and the teachers”.  
As mentioned previously, Linda’s response to the first interview question, “What do 
you think inclusion is for students with disabilities?” began with her describing inclusion 
as students being involved in everything at the school. She continued, with a mention of 
social integration and how inclusion can depend on the individual student, as “you get such 
a range of abilities”. This part of her response alluded to Linda’s recognition of the social 
aspects of inclusion and illustrated her awareness of the individual needs of students. 
However, despite the apparent positive, school-wide approach to inclusion, there appeared 
several statements in Linda’s interview that could be seen as a contradiction to this view.  
Examination of the remainder of her response to this opening question saw the 
frequent use of the terms ‘different’ and ‘fits in’ when describing students with disabilities 
and their inclusion in the school community. These terms were used seven times 
throughout this first response. For example, “Jacob pretty well fits in exactly with the class. 
He doesn’t stand out as being different in any way”. In total, Linda used these two terms 
twenty six times throughout her interview. It appeared that Linda, despite her recognition 
of individual need, placed the onus on the student with a disability or the student who was 
‘different’, to have to ‘fit in’ with the rest of the school community, “I think that there 
needs to be some social program specifically for those children (students with Asperger 
Syndrome), so that they know how to interpret other kids and understand, so that they can 
fit in”. Rather than being accepted and valued for their individual differences, students who 
were considered different needed to change. This finding seems to oppose the otherwise 
positive demonstrations of inclusive practice evidenced through the data.  
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The construct of academic climate was explored through the emergence of three 
main themes: student placement, professional development, and support. Marian, the 
Principal, was very forthright in describing her discussions and negotiations with teachers 
regarding placement of students in particular classes. She discussed how she consulted 
with teachers regarding placement of particular students, how together they considered 
individual students’ needs and how teachers were given access to files and documentation 
about specific students so they were aware of particular needs and interests. However, 
Linda answered with an emphatic “No!” when asked if there was any consultation with her 
about the placement of Jacob in her class. She commented that possibly “being ex Special 
Ed, I do tend to get certain types of kids and particularly kids with learning issues” but 
preferred teaching a class of “kids of all levels and ability”.  
Despite her belief that student placement in her school was the result of a 
collaborative process, Marian in fact implied that she as Principal, had the final say as to 
what classes particular students were placed in. Her comment “I have a list of students that 
have particular needs, such as Asperger’s behaviour and I review those before the classes 
are established at the end of the year, to make certain they’re placed in a situation that is 
appropriate to their needs”. These disparate perspectives on student placement protocols 
highlight the open codes previously identified of the ‘Principal as power holder’ and 
‘higher order decision-making processes’.  
Marian, Linda and the peer group participants all discussed the importance of 
professional development in the successful inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. 
From a Principal’s perspective, Marian described her staff’s understanding of Asperger 
Syndrome as “getting better all the time” as a result of “having students in their class with 
this diagnosis”. She explained that the staff at the school had been afforded a range of 
professional development opportunities specific to the area of Autism. These opportunities 
took the form of guest speakers who ran workshops as part of the school’s Staff 
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Development day. Linda made specific reference to a recent workshop for school staff, 
“We’ve actually just had a workshop on Asperger’s but it was Asperger’s and bullying, 
which was very interesting. That was part of the Staff Development day, and I think that’s 
a necessary thing, with so many kids coming through”.  
Both Marian and Linda acknowledged the need for further professional development 
for teachers in their support of students with Asperger Syndrome. Marian’s rationale was 
founded in the statement, “Asperger’s can be such a big spectrum, and that teachers don’t 
understand the needs of those children and try to fit them in the…square pegs in round 
holes”. Her focus for staff professional development was to enhance teacher professional 
knowledge and understanding in the area of Asperger Syndrome. Linda’s suggestions for 
future professional development topics, however, were far more applied. Her comments, 
“Each child is individual in terms of the needs that they have. You can’t kind of group 
them. You have to treat them as individuals” and “They seem to have little gaps in 
different subject areas, which would be good to have some support in assisting there”, 
seemed to suggest the areas of staff recognition of individual student need and knowledge 
of appropriate instructional adjustments as possible areas in which teachers needed more 
professional development.  
As was found in both CS2 and CS3, CS4 also reported access to a Teacher’s Aide 
and the support from an external ‘expert other’ as essential supports that should be 
provided by the (sector level) system. Marian remarked, “We need specialist teachers. 
People that have the knowledge of what Asperger’s is about. We need access to support 
people such as counsellors that have that knowledge and people that are in the system who 
are consultants as well”. These comments again reflected the notion that the school 
Principal did not consider that the school had the internal capacity to support students 
identified with Asperger Syndrome.  
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Interestingly, Linda commented that a professional development course she 
undertook that included a presentation from a young student with Asperger Syndrome, 
was, she found “a good experience to go through”. She commented that it exposed her to a 
first-person recount of what it was like to have Asperger Syndrome, what that entailed and 
how he “talked about how he was different to other friends who knew he had the 
condition”. Jacob’s peer group also highlighted the value afforded through exposure to a 
person with Asperger Syndrome, “We know it because we’ve been told, and we’ve seen 
what he’s like over the years”. They requested further knowledge about disability in 
general, “I think it would be a good subject to learn about. Like, how to react if something 
happens, and learn what to do in different situations”. An indication of their proactive 
approach to enhancing peers professional understanding and knowledge was shown by the 
comment “If something comes up and we need to know something about the person who 
has something affecting them at the moment, we need to know about that”.  
Both Marian and Linda reported their knowledge of Asperger Syndrome as 
“average”. Several times throughout her interview, Linda alluded to herself as a 
‘diagnostician’, making statements such as, “It was halfway through first term when I 
found out he was Asperger’s. But already I identified that there was something different”, 
and “I have another one who I think is Asperger’s – he seems to have all the signs but 
hasn’t been classified”. Clearly she believed she had quite a sound understanding of 
Asperger Syndrome and had the knowledge to be confident in her decisions regarding 
individual students abilities. 
In the classroom, a number of behaviours and actions illustrated Linda’s level of 
understanding. For the majority of the observational period Linda’s class was 
predominantly engaged in either whole class or individual instruction of academic-focused 
activities. However, unlike the previous two case studies, Linda was observed using group 
work as part of her instructional repertoire for approximately twelve percent of the 
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observational period. The entire observational period was coded as demonstrating 
purposeful and directed activity with no reported occurrences of ‘no activity’.  
Throughout the observational period, the class was engaged in a mix of academic 
tasks, which included individual worksheets, workbooks, paper and pen tasks, listening to 
the teacher lecture and class discussion. Linda engaged in predominantly verbal activity for 
most of the observational period, with academic talk and academic questioning the most 
frequently reported teacher behaviours. This predominance of whole class, verbal 
instruction initially served to reflect Linda’s lack of awareness of the preferred learning 
styles of a student with Asperger Syndrome. The researcher’s written records describe the 
classroom environment as a room with visual displays that included students’ artwork and 
work samples, school and classroom rules displays and so forth. No visual supports or 
instructional scaffolds that would assist Jacob were observed. This observation 
contradicted the statement by Marian the Principal, that Linda’s style of teaching, “Is very, 
very visual in most of the things she will do”. Despite Linda articulating her awareness of 
individual student need, observations revealed no evidence of the enactment of this 
consideration in her teaching practice.  
Further investigation of the demonstrated over-reliance on the verbal delivery of 
instruction, revealed a particularly adverse outcome for Jacob, confusion and uncertainty 
about what to do. This confusion was particularly evident following the delivery of 
multiple instructions in rapid succession. Written records provided the example of the 
transition to maths groups, where the teacher was noted saying to the class, “It is time for 
Maths groups. Pack up your materials and put your readers in the tub. Put your workbooks 
under your desk and take out your Maths books. Simon* can you hand out these 
worksheets? Blue group working on your worksheet, green group come out to the front 
with me, red group are working with concrete materials in the wet area and yellow group 
in the computer room”. Following this set of verbal directions, several students began to 
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move around the room, others started to pack away materials, most were talking and a lot 
of noise ensued. Jacob was observed staying seated at his desk, looking around the room, 
apparently watching the activity around him. He did not move. To the researcher, the look 
on his face as he glanced around the room appeared to be one of confusion. Only when the 
teacher directed the question to him, “Jacob, where should you be?” did Jacob move from 
his seat and follow a group of students into the computer room. He did not pack away his 
materials or his reader as directed. Continued observation saw Jacob emerge from the 
computer room and return to his desk. The researcher was unable to ascertain if another 
student in the computer room prompted Jacob’s return to his desk or if Jacob himself 
realised that he was in the wrong place and returned to his desk of his own volition. 
EBASS data reported that Jacob spent over 16% of the observational period ‘looking 
around’, appearing to seek some direction as to what he should be doing. 
A second illustration of Jacob’s confusion with verbal interaction occurred when the 
teacher was having a joke with the class. The scenario unfolded in a whole class maths 
lesson, where Linda was asking questions to the class. Jacob offered an incorrect response 
to a question and Linda replied, “No, will 37 divide by seven equally?” using a tone of 
voice that the researcher interpreted as pretending to be angry. Linda accompanied her 
response with a theatrical lift of her eyebrows and a slight smile. Other students in the class 
were observed smiling at her behaviour. Jacob, however, was looking at Linda in a manner 
that indicated he was unsure of how to interpret her response. Linda said to him, “I’m only 
joking. You can smile Jacob”. At this, the rest of the class laughed, but Jacob’s face 
remained impassive. He did not appear aware of the joke. This inability to “modify 
interpretation of more ambiguous language forms, such as sarcasm and humour” is defined 
by Marans et al., (2005, p. 979) as one of the “core social communication challenges” for 
individuals with Asperger Syndrome. Linda’s use of sarcasm, humour and innuendo as 
part of her teaching repertoire, served to alienate Jacob from his peers as he was not able to 
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innately react in the manner appropriate to the situation and thus was left out and often 
excluded. 
There was limited recording of one-to-one engagement between Linda and Jacob, 
with only twelve reported instances throughout the entire observation period of Jacob as 
the sole focus of Linda’s attention. Yet a number of actions were recorded that signaled a 
measured degree of effectiveness in the support of a student with Asperger Syndrome in 
her classroom. For example, Linda was observed a number of times supporting her verbal 
directives to Jacob with non-verbal prompts, such as pointing or moving her head to 
indicate direction. Her positioning in the classroom, always to the front of Jacob, sustained 
his attention.  
Her greatest asset in terms of her knowledge of Asperger Syndrome was her 
awareness of the social aspects of the disorder. She described her experiences of other 
students with Asperger Syndrome whom she described as having “social sensitivities”. 
Linda stated it was her responsibility to “be aware of the social differences” of her students 
and articulated her awareness of the bullying of students who were socially naïve, “Even 
with Jacob, he is very vulnerable, he’s had a problem with one of the boys bullying him. 
So I’ve got to be aware of that”. Linda appeared very proactive in her facilitation of social 
opportunities for Jacob. She was vocal in advocating for his inclusion in a class with his 
peers, “One of his best friends is in the class, because it was felt that he (Jacob) would 
need that support with him, to be there”. Observations of her teaching and of Jacob’s social 
interactions reported that he was placed next to his friend during class and was also located 
in group tasks with this friend. Jacob commented that he was able to choose where he sat 
in class, whereas other students were told where to sit, “(Linda) told me I could choose 
where I wanted to sit, so I got to sit next to Nate* and Bryan*”.  
Marion, the Principal, described her understanding of students with Asperger 
Syndrome as, “They’re children who have issues with socialisation and communication”. 
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She articulated several strategies that had been implemented at a school level, designed to 
support the social needs of students with Asperger Syndrome. Marian described the 
“constructive playground”, an area or “safe haven” which students with social anxieties 
could access when they were feeling overwhelmed and the support of a Teacher’s Aide 
throughout the school, as proactive practices currently enacted in the setting.  
Linda further recognised the social benefit attached to Jacob’s involvement in school 
sporting teams. Not only were these opportunities for him to be with his friends in a social 
arena outside the classroom, Jacob’s participation also afforded him the experience of 
mixing socially with other students, “It gives him lots of social opportunities to mix with 
kids outside the classroom, and to be looked on in terms of being a part of a team”. Jacob’s 
willingness to engage in social interactions was, for the most part, supported by Linda’s 
recognition of his social needs and the facilitation of social opportunities in the classroom 
and school environment. 
The most noted difference from this case study to the previous two was the 
recruitment and influence of the peer group participants. Throughout his interview, Jacob 
nominated seven peers whom he called his friends, disclosing he in fact had “plenty of 
friends”. His peers reciprocated this friendship, nominating Jacob as a friend without 
prompting from the researcher. Jacob had been a student at the school since kindergarten. 
He had known one of his friends since preschool and the others for several years. When 
describing Jacob, his peers reflected several positive attributes, “He’s sporty, and a good 
sense of humour” (Peer 3). All participants in the peer group said Jacob was their friend, 
and described his inclusion as part of their bigger group of friends, “It’s us, our group of 
friends. Nathan*, Peter*, Jacob and us. We’re just a big group of friends” (Peer 1). Jacob 
himself reported that they all played together, “We probably do nothing. We just go out and 
play tip, or something if we don’t play basketball”.  
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A significant attribute of the concept of friendship explored between Jacob and his 
friends was that both sides discussed their friendship in terms of both the good and the not 
so good aspects of it. Unlike Vanessa (CS2-S) and Josh (CS3-S), the friendship between 
Jacob and his peers appeared unconditional. Jacob’s friends talked about him in positive 
terms, describing him as “sporty, strong. And he cares about us all, and he’s always 
helping us” (Peer 3). But they also described his anger and heated behaviour, with one peer 
admitting Jacob “kicked me! And he can punch” (Peer 3). Jacob corroborated this view, 
with the self-report, “I did get angry a bit in the playground”. Yet despite these outbursts of 
socially unacceptable behaviour, Jacob was accepted by his peers and excused for his 
flare-ups, “He didn’t mean to” (Peer 3). Jacob was vocal in his recognition of the support 
he received from his friends. When asked, he answered, “My friends are always there to 
help me, especially Nate*”.  
Central to this unreserved friendship and acceptance was the knowledge of Jacob’s 
peers of his diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome. From the outset their knowledge of Asperger 
Syndrome was evident. At the very beginning of the peer group interview when the 
researcher asked if they knew who she, the researcher, was, Peer 3 replied, “Is it the talk 
about our friend who’s got Asperger Syndrome?” Later in the interview when asked by the 
researcher if they knew why Jacob got angry and behaved the way he did, Peer 1 replied, 
“Asperger Syndrome” and Peer 2, “Because he’s got the Syndrome”. Peer 1, who had 
known Jacob the longest, was articulate in his description of what having Asperger 
Syndrome meant for Jacob, “It means he’s got anger management problems and that he 
can’t control it when he gets angry and he can do really well trying to stop it”. Peer 3 
added, “He needs a bit of help”. Peer 2, who was the least responsive throughout the 
interview, admitted that he didn’t know what Asperger Syndrome was but that he knew 
Jacob had it.  
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None of Jacob’s three friends identified Asperger Syndrome as a disability. When 
asked to complete the sentence: “A person with a disability is someone who…?” Peer 1 
replied, “Needs help with stuff”, and Peer 3 answered, “Has issues with things”. Peer 2, 
when prompted further by the researcher, responded, “I don’t know”. The group continued 
on to discuss the visible presence of wheelchairs and “Broken limbs. Broken bones. 
Hospitals” as features of disability. No mention of or connection to Jacob or his behaviour 
was made by any member of the peer group throughout this discussion of disability.  
In no way did the knowledge of Jacob’s disability or the friendship shown to him by 
his peers serve as a ‘free pass’ for Jacob’s behaviour. Marian, the Principal, discussed 
Jacob’s difficulties using terms such as, “very anxious, unable to cope with games, 
meltdown fairly quickly, get quite hysterical” to describe his behaviour. It was her belief 
that Jacob’s friends “have been very tolerant of him”. His peers also discussed their 
resentment at the lack of teacher time available to them as a result of Jacob’s behaviour, “I 
think it’s unfair that they can do that, that they’re more important than everyone else” 
(Peer 2), and “We can get in trouble for something that we didn’t do, and it’s all because of 
that one person” (Peer 3).  
Jacob himself blamed his behaviour on his diagnosis, “I think that’s the Asperger’s, 
because I get angry a lot of times”. It is pertinent at this point to note that that the 
researcher previously interviewed Jacob as part of the pilot study. It was during this pilot 
interview that Jacob’s awareness of his diagnosis was made evident. Thus, in the main 
phase interview, when asked how his Asperger’s was going Jacob replied, “Still got it, big 
time. It’s still there. Nothing’s changed”. He reported that ‘it’ (Asperger Syndrome) made 
life a little bit difficult but that it was getting better as he was getting older.  
Jacob was the only student participant from any of the three case studies to identify 
with his family in terms of familial relationships. He spoke openly of his parents, “My 
dad’s off at work, he’s a night shifter and he’s a rider, he races and stuff”, and “My mum 
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doesn’t have any time to, like, relax, so my nan comes over every Wednesday to help with 
the kids, the babies”. He said there had been several changes to his family since he and the 
researcher last spoke, “M*’s gone to preschool, so he’s beginning to come out of his shell. 
And K*, she’s a bit bigger. She can walk now. Like, she can grab and smash things, like 
my Dad’s Father’s day present”. He indicated he still held some responsibility for looking 
after his siblings, but he was more interested in playing soccer and attending Scouts with 
his friends, “I want to do Scouts because my friend Nate’s* in it, and so is my friend 
Luke*”. 
Despite the angry outbursts and taking of teacher time, the support provided to Jacob 
by his friends appeared instrumental to his inclusion in school life. Their modeling of 
friendship skills and socially appropriate behaviours, such as waiting in line, and turn 
taking as part of group work, saw Jacob’s demonstrate successful social interactions with 
peers in his classroom outside of his core group of friends. Results from the Student 
Observation Schedule data showed Jacob exhibited all four enactment skills; 
acknowledgement, sending, timing and coordinating, at a competent performance level 
facilitating social interaction (Englund et al., 1995, p. 20).  
Jacob’s success lay in the actions and attitudes of those around him, from the 
Principal Marion, to his teacher Linda, and his classmates, who enacted strategies and 
support processes that enhanced his participation and Jacob’s recognition and 
receptiveness in receiving this support. The awareness of disability and the inclusivity 
fostered at a whole school level meant that Jacob was afforded numerous opportunities for 
his successful contribution to all activities. 
 
8.6 Chapter Conclusion 
This chapter has reported the results from the within-case analysis of three case 
studies. For each case study, results from the observations of teacher and student 
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participants were reported, with the resultant composite of the classroom ecology and 
teacher behaviours presented. Together with findings conceptualised from the interview 
responses for each key player participant, a synthesis of findings for each case study was 
compiled. Data sources from the three primary data points were then triangulated with 
respect to the four constructs underpinning this research to produce a summary, a unique 
profile, of each case study.  
To integrate the individual case study findings presented throughout this chapter, one 
returns to a cross-case analysis design to identify the similarities and differences between 
the three case studies before making generalisations applicable to those cases (Creswell, 
2013; Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007; Yin, 2009). Convergence of these summaries 
highlighted a number of outcomes common across the case studies but also drew attention 
to a number of factors distinctly representative of each study. Table 33 illustrates the 
shared findings found across the three case studies, as assigned to each construct.  
As evidenced in Table 33, results from three constructs: attitudes toward inclusion, 
academic climate, teacher effectiveness, and the ‘other’ category, were distributed across 
all three case studies. CS2 and CS3, however, shared all key findings from the social 
inclusion construct, with no similar results for this construct reported for CS4. Exploration 
of this outcome in the final chapter will bring together the results from the Teacher 
Attitudes Survey and the cross-case analysis to report participant understandings of social 
inclusion. 
The differences in results found for each case study reflected the uniqueness of that 
setting and its participants. As part of the attitudes toward inclusion construct, both CS3 
and CS4 shared findings of positivity toward inclusion. Results from CS2, however, 
opposed this essentially positive reflection with the use of negative terms to describe 
disability and undesirable labeling of the target student. The impact on attitude through the 
labeling of students will be explored further in Chapter 9. 
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Table 33  
Shared Findings From the Within-Case Analysis 
Construct Finding Case Study 
2 
Case Study 
3 
Case Study 
4 
Attitudes 
toward 
inclusion 
Personal judgements most common 
category 
ü  ü  ü  
Positive language used by 
participants to describe inclusion 
 ü  ü  
Inclusion viewed as a whole school 
responsibility 
ü  ü  ü  
Academic 
climate 
Perceived need for support from an 
‘expert other’ 
ü  ü  ü  
General need for more systems 
level support 
ü  ü  ü  
Higher order decision making ü  ü   
Placement issues ü  ü  ü  
Need for additional Teacher Aide 
support 
ü  ü  ü  
Targeted professional development ü  ü  ü  
‘Systemic blinkering’ ü  ü   
Teacher 
effectiveness 
Limited knowledge of Asperger 
Syndrome 
ü  ü   
Teacher focus on academic 
activities 
ü  ü  ü  
Whole class verbal instruction ü  ü  ü  
No use of visual scaffolds/supports ü  ü  ü  
Skills of teacher acknowledged by 
Principal 
 ü  ü  
Principal as ‘power holder’ ü   ü  
Impact of target student behaviour ü  ü   
Social 
inclusion 
Teacher is target student’s primary 
social partner 
ü  ü   
No/limited opportunity to engage 
with peers due to seating plan 
ü  ü   
Target student allowed to 
disengage from social situations 
ü  ü   
Peers socially reject target student ü  ü   
Target student’s social enactment 
skills did not support social 
interaction 
ü  ü   
Other 
Self-identity 
 
Identifies as having a disability 
 
ü  
  
ü  
Blames behaviour on disability ü   ü  
Family Principal discussed the role of 
families play in school life 
ü  ü   
 Home/school partnership requires 
work 
ü   ü  
 
All but one of the principal findings of the academic climate construct was shared 
across all three case studies. CS4 did not report the notion of ‘systemic blinkering’. The 
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three studies identified a shared need for further professional development specific to the 
area of Asperger Syndrome. CS4, however, was the only case study to have already 
offered this targeted professional development for its staff.  
The construct of teacher effectiveness shared many findings across the three case 
studies. One of the primary areas of difference occurred with perceived levels of 
confidence in teaching students with Asperger Syndrome. CS2 had the only teacher 
participant to express a lack of confidence in this area. The remaining two teachers 
appeared confident in either their discussion about or enactment of effective teaching 
practices. CS4 supplied the only evidence of the use of non-verbal prompts and gestures as 
supports to verbal communication when conversing with the target student. This case study 
was also the only one to demonstrate the use of group work as a means of instruction. The 
construct of teacher effectiveness will be further explored in Chapter 9 through the 
synthesis of those key elements found to impact teacher self-efficacy and attitude.  
As mentioned, CS2 and CS3 shared all key findings from the social inclusion 
construct. The detailed discussion of CS4 earlier in this chapter (see Section 8.5.3), 
however, served as evidence for the alternate results allocated to this concept from this 
particular study. CS4 was the only one to demonstrate unreserved friendships between the 
target student and their peers. These friends took on a substantial role in the social 
inclusion of the student in all areas of school life. Another noteworthy difference was the 
way in which the teacher in CS4 utilised the classroom environment to facilitate this 
student’s social inclusion. Finally, unlike the student participants in CS2 and CS3, the 
target student in CS4 actively engaged in social interaction, initiated social exchanges and 
immersed himself in social opportunities both in and out of school. The significant impact 
of peers on the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome will form part of the 
final discussion. 
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This chapter has presented the results of three case studies, each centred on a student 
with a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome. The researcher endeavoured to present each case 
study in its own way, illustrating the relationship between participants and their 
environment, which was pivotal to each study. The researcher attempted to demonstrate 
the individual nuances of each case study through the presentation of a range of both 
quantitative and qualitative data. A discussion of these findings within a framework of 
theory and current research literature will be presented next.  
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CHAPTER NINE 
Discussion 
This study explored regular education primary teacher attitudes toward the social 
inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. Using a mixed-methods research design, 
this study explored teacher attitudes through the investigation of four constructs identified 
by the literature as key influences to attitude development (i.e., attitudes toward inclusion, 
teacher effectiveness, academic climate, and social inclusion), with insights from 
significant others in their classroom (i.e., Principals, students with Asperger Syndrome and 
their class peers). The study explored the nature of and impact of dynamic relationships 
within a framework of bioecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 2001). An 
underlying assumption of this research was that positive teacher attitudes would be 
associated with	  enhanced awareness and facilitation of socially inclusive opportunities for 
students with Asperger Syndrome.  
Teacher attitudes are formed and shaped by affective, cognitive and behavioural 
processes, framed by previous experiences and personal judgements (Segall & Campbell, 
2014; Rodriguez et al., 2012). These processes influence the way in which a teacher 
perceives themselves and their students, and serve to guide the overt response behaviours 
used within the context of the educational environment. The focus of this study was the 
exploration of the relationship between primary teacher attitudes and the social inclusion 
of students with Asperger Syndrome through the guidance of three questions: 
• What do teachers, Principals, students with Asperger Syndrome and their peers 
understand by the term social inclusion? 
• What influences shape teacher attitudes toward students diagnosed with 
Asperger Syndrome placed in their regular education classrooms?  
• To what extent do teacher attitudes serve as an indicator of social inclusion for 
students with Asperger Syndrome in regular class settings? 
Findings from the questionnaire and case studies generally suggested primary 
teachers were positive in their attitude toward inclusion generally, but lacked confidence in 
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their abilities to put these beliefs into practice, reporting low self-efficacy and limited 
knowledge in the area of Asperger Syndrome. Primary teachers focused on academic 
planning as a support for inclusion, but gave little regard to planning for the social 
inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. Higher order decision-making processes 
and ‘systemic blinkering’ were elements that further contributed to teachers’ low self-
efficacy. Overwhelmingly teachers requested a need for ongoing professional development 
and additional resources to support and inform their provision of socially inclusive 
opportunities for students with Asperger Syndrome. 
Student factors, such as the behaviour of the student and their perceived abilities 
were used as a benchmark for inclusive attitudes. Student participants were described by 
both teachers and Principals using labels, such as ‘that was Asperger’s’, and ‘she’s 
interesting’, as well as their interests ‘he likes to play video games’, with the onus placed 
on the student with Asperger Syndrome having to ‘fit in’ to social situations. The concept 
of the student with Asperger Syndrome as ‘different’ when compared to typically 
developing peers was influential in shaping attitude. 
The role of peers in the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome was 
important. Peers’ knowledge of Asperger Syndrome and the acceptance of a student for 
whom he was, saw one student from the case studies socially included with his peers and 
his classmates. In the remaining case studies, evidence from teachers, peers, and the school 
Principal indicated that the target student was shown little acceptance or understanding by 
peers and remained socially isolated for the duration of this study.  
The following chapter presents the results of the current study discussed within the 
context of the existing research literature surrounding the topic. This discussion will 
triangulate the results gathered from the Teacher Attitudes Survey and the case studies to 
answer the research questions, and provide an informed suggestion of the impact of teacher 
attitudes on the facilitation of socially inclusive opportunities for students with Asperger 
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Syndrome. A discussion of the relevance of findings to the theoretical framework will be 
followed by a presentation of limitations to the study and summative remarks that reflect 
on the implications of findings, with suggested directions for future research concluding 
this chapter. 
 
9.1 Question 1: Participant Understandings of Social Inclusion 
Studies from across the globe report the benefits of inclusion in regular education 
settings for students with an ASD, including those students with Asperger Syndrome (Hart 
& Whalon, 2011; Humphrey & Symes, 2013). These studies, however, highlight the 
challenges students with Asperger Syndrome face as a result of their social communication 
and behavioural difficulties to their social inclusion. It is evident teachers have a 
responsibility to plan for and support the social inclusion of their students, yet their 
engagement with this process is reliant on their understanding of term ‘social inclusion’, 
and is in turn informed by and informs the understandings of all members engaged in 
interactions with the student within the educational environment (i.e., school Principal, 
peers, teacher). 
Analysis of findings associated with the social inclusion construct disclosed an 
interplay between responses of the adult participant groups (i.e., teachers and Principals) 
and the student participant groups (i.e., students and peer groups) of this study. For the 
purposes of the following discussion, the focus will centre on these key players and draw 
out convergences and disparities between their responses. When discussing the 
understandings of social inclusion by key participants, one must refer to the definition used 
in this study. Social inclusion was defined as the consideration of the student with 
Asperger Syndrome as an accepted member of a group, exhibiting at least one mutual 
friendship and participating actively and equally in group activities.  
  276 
Results from the Teacher Attitudes Survey intimated that while teachers voiced the 
importance of the social well-being of students, the in-depth analysis of case study data 
indicated that active engagement in planning for students’ social participation and 
inclusion in group activities was not apparent. In comparison, the target student 
participants and peer groups reported greater awareness of the concepts of friendships and 
values of acceptance than their adult contemporaries, thus intimating a greater 
understanding of the core underpinnings of social inclusion.  
The surveyed teacher participants gave strong, consistently positive agreement to the 
importance of students’ social well being. This was shown in the positive means returned 
for Items 11 (mean 3.37) and Item 20 (mean 3.24), statements that investigated students’ 
social welfare. Teachers considered themselves aware of the individual social needs of 
students in their classes and of their role in the provision of social opportunities for their 
students with Asperger Syndrome, citing examples such as ‘knowing the student’ and 
‘providing a structured social environment’ as ways of promoting positive involvement. 
Teachers from the case studies said they worked hard to create an environment of 
acceptance in their classrooms by “Trying to encourage everyone” (Linda, CS4-T) and 
“Teaching the class how to get along and see things through other people’s eyes” (Lisa, 
CS2-T).  
Limited evidence was found through the observations, however, to support this 
claim. For the three teachers observed as part of the within case analysis, instances of 
positive encouragement directed toward any student in the class were recorded as 
occurring less than 20% of the entire observational period. Further, analysis of the teacher 
dialogue in the classroom revealed it to be directed toward academic content rather than 
social activity in each of the case study classrooms, with the average percentage of 
academic directed talk between the three cases calculated as approximately 78%.  
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Another finding contrary to teachers’ provision of social opportunities for their 
students with Asperger Syndrome was the seating allocation of their students. Returning to 
the five case studies, observation reported target students were seated in a way that isolated 
them from their peers. Abbie (CS1-S) and Jacob (CS4-S) were the only students to sit as 
part of a group. The remaining students, Vanessa, Josh and Mark, sat alone while the rest 
of the class sat in small groups. Teachers’ active support of their students’ preferred 
isolation appeared to do little to promote their active social involvement in any way.  
Teachers reported through the Teacher Attitudes Survey a range of strategies they 
used to promote social engagement in their classroom, with the most predominant 
response, ‘groupwork’, reported by 42 participants. Other frequently reported strategies 
were ‘circle time’ and ‘structured play’. These strategies, reported by 30 participants, are 
also embedded within a group delivery context. Aside from these single word responses to 
the item in the Teacher Attitudes Survey, no elaboration was offered as to how group 
focused activities were conducted, or how they promoted the social competence of the 
student with Asperger Syndrome. Further investigation is needed to extrapolate teachers’ 
purpose and intent of groupwork with respect to social inclusion.  
Despite reporting groupwork as a strategy for social engagement in their interviews, 
only one case study teacher, Linda (CS4), used groupwork as a mode of instruction in any 
of the observational sessions. Two teachers reported their target student was allowed to 
disengage themselves from groupwork activities if they chose to, saying “If it gets too 
much then she can work by herself” (Sue, CS1-T) and “he doesn’t like to work with 
anyone so he can stop” (Sarah, CS5-T). In Case Study 3, Josh’s (CS3-S) active refusal to 
participate in any type of group activity was not contested by Ivan, his teacher. The 
absence of groupwork as an instructional strategy reinforces the purported limited 
knowledge base of the teachers in the case studies regarding effective teaching strategies 
for students with Asperger Syndrome. Recent research cites the benefits of peer-mediated 
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interventions for students with an ASD (Hart & Whalon, 2011; Locke et al., 2012). Thus, 
the benefits of using peers in groupwork would be a topic for future professional 
development for all teachers.  
Twenty-seven teachers reported social skills instruction and social skills programs as 
other strategies used to promote social engagement of students in the classroom. In the 
interviews, all teacher participants reported using social skills programs in their classes to 
promote social engagement. However, despite reporting use of these programs, at no time 
during the observations was any social skills instruction observed or alluded to by any 
teacher participant. Teachers reported they engaged in planning for students’ academic 
outcomes much more than their social goals. This result is at odds with the literature that 
reports students with Asperger Syndrome require direct teaching of social skills and skills 
in effective social communication (Humphrey, 2008; McGillicuddy & O’Donnell, 2014; 
Rogers et al., 2012).  
When asked what they believed social inclusion was for students with Asperger 
Syndrome responses were varied. Responses from the Teacher Attitudes Survey saw 17 
participants respond, “included in all ways”, with a further 12 stating “acceptance by peers 
and self”. These results reflect the language of the definition of social inclusion posited in 
this research. Yet the responses from the case studies were less affirming. When 
responding to questions investigating social inclusion, both teachers and Principals 
predominantly reported perceived barriers to students’ social inclusion, positing the 
students themselves as constituting a barrier. Alice (CS1/2-P) described Vanessa (CS2 –S) 
as “all consuming and manipulative”, reporting that her behaviour “scared away other 
students”. Linda (CS4-T) placed the onus for social inclusion squarely on the shoulders of 
the student, Jacob, mentioning numerous times how it was up to him to “fit in” and “know 
how to interpret the other kids”.  
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A result of students with Asperger Syndrome not ‘fitting in’ is the propensity for 
them to be bullied (Humphrey & Symes, 2010; Schroeder et al., 2014). Responses to the 
open-ended questions reported the emergence of bullying of students with Asperger 
Syndrome as a result of being educated in the mainstream setting. This report of bullying 
was supported through the case studies, with all participants except the Principal group 
reporting bullying as a reality for a student with Asperger Syndrome. This outcome 
supports the findings of a number of studies that have detailed the social vulnerability of 
students with Asperger Syndrome in mainstream settings, and the propensity for them to 
be more susceptible to bullying than their typically developing peers (Attwood & 
Sofronoff, 2013; Sofronoff et al., 2010). 
Primary teachers gave limited acknowledgement to the positive role of peers in the 
social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. Only four responses from the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey included peers specifically as a support for students’ social 
inclusion. In the interviews, both teachers and Principals comments were directed more to 
the negative impact on peers of having a student with Asperger Syndrome included in the 
class. Comments from Alice (CS1/2-P) such as, “You have to put the other kids on remote 
control while you deal with them [student with Asperger Syndrome]” and “You’ve got 
someone who’s whinging and whining, you can’t get on with the rest of the teaching, the 
teaching’s not happening for the other thirty kids in the class”, supported this finding. This 
outcome is supported by reports that teachers find it difficult to deal with the social and 
emotional behaviours of students with an ASD in their classroom, including Asperger 
Syndrome (Emam & Farrell, 2009). Further, these tensions are exacerbated by the anxiety 
felt by the teacher “over their ability to meet the needs of these pupils, while at the same 
time meeting the needs of the other students in the class, and these tensions can determine 
the quality of teacher–pupil interactions” (Humphrey & Symes, 2013, p. 33). 
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Recent studies, however, have highlighted the importance of peers to the successful 
social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome (Campbell et al., 2011; Kasari et al., 
2011; Mavropoulou & Sideridis, 2014). Linda (CS4-T) was the only teacher to report 
friendship with peers as a factor in supporting the social inclusion of the target student, 
Jacob, in her class. Observations revealed Jacob (CS4-S) was the only student participant 
who actively engaged in social interactions with his peers. Vanessa (CS2-S) and Josh 
(CS3-S) engaged in social interactions, but with their teacher not their peers. 
The addition of the interview with the school Principal to the case study design in the 
main part of the study was in response to comments made by teachers in the pilot study 
regarding the placement processes for students with Asperger Syndrome. Teachers, when 
interviewed, reported no knowledge of the considerations given to the placement of a 
student with Asperger Syndrome in their class, commenting, “It was my turn for an 
‘interesting’ child” (Lisa, CS2-T). Principals reported consideration of teacher skills and 
needs of other students in the class when placing students in mainstream classes. None of 
the Principal participants reported considering the target student’s social needs when 
determining class placements. This limited consideration of students’ social abilities in 
placement decisions is supporting of existing literature in the area (Ashburner et al., 2010; 
Segall & Campbell, 2014; White et al., 2007).  
What emerged from these interviews with Principals was the limited teacher 
consultation in decision-making process and the perceived role of the Principal as a ‘power 
holder’. The literature would suggest that these case study schools are less inclusive than 
those that engage with more collaborative decision-making processes (Horrocks, White & 
Roberts, 2008) in that “Principals who organise special education work in a spirit of 
cooperation seem to work in an inclusive direction” (Lindqvist & Nilholm, 2013, p. 96). 
Given the limited research linking school success and inclusive practice however 
(Lindqvist & Nilholm, 2014), this outcome requires continued investigation. 
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Results in this study suggest the adult participants viewed social inclusion for 
students with Asperger Syndrome as ‘fitting in’ with the group. Despite strong support for 
the definition provided in this study from the teachers surveyed through the Teacher 
Attitudes Survey, when observed, teachers did not provide social opportunities for their 
students that may have facilitated acceptance from peers. 
Labelling was an action taken by three participant groups (i.e., teachers, Principals, 
and peer groups) to describe the students with Asperger Syndrome. Negative associations 
were attributed to the student as a result of their diagnostic classification. For example, 
Alice (CS1/2-P) referred to a young student with Asperger Syndrome as “That was 
Asperger’s”, Lisa (CS2-T) described Vanessa (CS2-S) as “interesting”, with her peers 
describing her as “different” and “annoying”. Kite et al. (2013) suggest the use of negative 
labels to be the result of teachers’ discomfort when faced with a student in possession of a 
diagnostic label that has stereotypical connotations attached.  
In agreement with the findings of Harma, Gombert and Roussey (2013), the sole 
component of the peer groups’ social representation of disability was that ‘it was 
something that could be seen’, such as a wheelchair or a physical disability. None of the 
peer groups associated Asperger Syndrome with disability. CS4-PG, who was aware of 
their friend Jacob’s diagnosis, did not mention this when asked what was a disability. Peers 
reported their knowledge of disability came from media, film and previous exposure to a 
person with a disability (Siperstein et al., 2007).  
When it came to understandings of social inclusion by the two student groups, both 
the target students and peer group participants reported friendship and friendship qualities 
as central to their beliefs. “Many students with Asperger Syndrome want to have friends, 
fit in, and be accepted for who they are” (Marks, 2013, p. 3). Both groups described friends 
as an important element of their school life. In accordance with this study’s definition of 
social inclusion, all but one of the five student participants nominated at least one person 
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as a friend, with responses suggesting varying degrees of friendship. For example, Jacob 
(CS4-S) recanted a long list of friends, Vanessa (CS2) described more ‘conditional’ type 
friendships, and Josh (CS3-S) claimed he played with much younger peers. These findings 
must be interpreted within the broader research field, which suggests students with high 
functioning Autism are often on the periphery of their social networks, have fewer 
reciprocal friendships of poorer quality (Kasari et al., 2011; Rowley et al., 2012). This did 
not appear to be the case for Jacob as he was an accepted and functioning member of his 
social group.  
Acceptance as part of a group and equality of participation, however, was not 
observed for four of the five students with Asperger Syndrome. Jacob (CS4-S) was the 
only student who was observed as accepted by his peers as part of the group, “That’s just 
who he is” (CS4-Peer 3). Jacob was actively included into both class and playground 
activities. Comments from the other peer groups implied a tolerance for, rather than an 
acceptance of, the student with Asperger Syndrome. For example, “She may not be like us, 
she might be different, but that doesn’t mean we can’t all get along with her” (CS2-Peer 1). 
These responses followed questioning from the researcher specifically about the target 
student, and may have been an attempt by the peer group to respond in an expected 
manner. Mavropoulou and Sideridis (2014) support this conclusion, and suggest children 
provide responses that are socially desirable rather than indicative of their actual 
acceptance levels.  
Teachers and Principals demonstrated a more static awareness of the social needs of 
students, but were not observed to facilitate dynamic active participation and equality in 
group activities for the target student with Asperger Syndrome. Students with Asperger 
Syndrome and their peers, however, focused on the importance of reciprocal friendships 
and acceptance. It would appear the dynamic interplay between these two perceptions of 
social inclusion varied between cases.  
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The second question that drove this study focused on the identification of those 
influences that shaped teacher attitudes toward students diagnosed with Asperger 
Syndrome placed in their regular education classrooms. The following discussion will 
report on these influences with provision of evidence from the broader research field.  
 
9.2 Question 2: Influences on Teacher Attitudes 
From the very beginnings of this study, teachers indicated their uncertainty in 
participation and limited belief in the value of their contributions. Following her receipt of 
the proposed data collection schedule CS5-T emailed, “Thanks for sending through the 
schedule. WOW!! Looks pretty intense. It seems a little daunting but we will just “try and 
run as normal as possible”. Journal notes from initial contact interviews recorded CS1-T’s 
comment of being “too inexperienced to contribute anything of value” and CS2-T’s 
comment, “I feel like I’m being tested”. This reluctance to engage in the research process 
is reflective of the findings of de Boer et al. (2013), who reported teachers seemed to 
endorse inclusive education in general, but did not like to be involved when it concerned 
their own teaching practice. 
Analysis of the data gave rise to a number of factors that served to inform teacher 
attitudes toward students with Asperger Syndrome in their class. These factors are reported 
under the following classifications: teacher self-efficacy, the availability of supports and 
resources, and professional learning. The following section will explore each of these 
factors through the convergence of data from the Teacher Attitudes Survey and case study 
analysis. 
 
9.2.1 Teacher self-efficacy.  Self-efficacy was defined by Bandura (1977) as the 
personal judgment of one’s capability to execute a given type of performance. Teacher 
self-efficacy was defined for this study as the beliefs teachers held about their abilities to 
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successfully support a student with Asperger Syndrome in their classroom. The construct 
of teacher effectiveness was a composite of attitudinal beliefs teachers had about having 
students with Asperger Syndrome in their classes and their professional knowledge in the 
area of Asperger Syndrome.  
A comparison of means of each of the research constructs within the Teacher 
Attitudes Survey was undertaken to determine an initial overview of teachers’ attitudes 
toward inclusion, their effectiveness in supporting students with Asperger Syndrome, the 
academic climate in which they were employed, and their understandings of social 
inclusion. Results showed that three of the constructs; attitudes toward inclusion (AI), 
academic climate (AC) and social inclusion (SI) returned positive mean scores. Teacher 
effectiveness (TE), however, returned a mean score of 1.97, placing it on the negative side 
of the scale, indicating teachers felt less effective in supporting students with Asperger 
Syndrome.  
A range of elements were found to inform a teacher’s belief in their ability to 
effectively support the inclusion of a student with Asperger Syndrome into their 
mainstream class. A number of factors contributed to teacher self-efficacy: decision 
making processes, Principal factors, experience, qualifications, and knowledge of Asperger 
Syndrome. Research has reported a strong correlation between positive teacher attitudes 
and higher levels of self-efficacy in teachers of students with disabilities (Malinen et al., 
2013), and students with an ASD, including those students with Asperger Syndrome 
(Segall & Campbell, 2014). 
9.2.1.1 Decision-making processes.  Higher order decision-making processes 
contributed to teachers’ lack of confidence. In their interviews, teachers reported little 
consultation regarding class placement of students with Asperger Syndrome, stating 
Principals made decisions for them rather than with them. For example, when asked what 
consultation occurred about the placement of the target student in their class, Lisa (CS2-T) 
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replied “None. It was my turn and we have to spread them out”, and Sarah (CS5-T) 
responded “No, not really. We were just told that we would ‘share the love’ so to speak”.  
Limited collaboration was evidenced in the preparation strategies reported by 
teachers through the Teacher Attitudes Survey, prior to the arrival of a student with 
Asperger Syndrome in their class. Sixteen participants reported discussion with the School 
Counsellor, support agency personnel, or parents. Two participants reported they weren’t 
advised the student had Asperger Syndrome until after the student’s arrival in their class. 
This lack of collaboration in decision-making is contrary to the benefits afforded to the 
inclusion of students through a whole school approach (Humphrey & Symes, 2013).  
9.2.1.2 Principal factors.  Principals referred to themselves as ‘power holders’ 
within the educational setting, which not only affected student placement, discussed 
previously in Question 1, but further reduced teachers’ self-confidence by excluding them 
from decision making and not recognising their skills and abilities. Annie (CS1/2-P) 
reported her teachers gave her their power because “they don’t know what to do”. Doug 
(CS3-P) was the only Principal to openly praise his teachers, saying “They are all open to 
inclusion” and specifically “Ivan (CS3-T) is outstanding”.  
‘Systemic blinkering’, decisions made by the governing sector without collaboration 
or consideration of current educational practice, proved an impediment to successful 
inclusive practice within the school mesosystem. Principals reported disempowerment at 
having decisions about their school made for them rather than through collaborative 
discussion. Boyle et al. (2013) stated, “if policy is not supported by street-level 
bureaucracy” (p. 529), then success of implementation is significantly reduced.  
There appears to be an apparent tension between teachers and Principals regarding 
decision-making processes. Principals did not include their staff in the decision-making 
process, often talking to their staff after the event. Principals condoned this unilateral 
decision-making when they were the ones making the decisions. However, Principals 
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claimed they felt disempowered when left out of the decision making process with higher-
level sector personnel. Principals did not appear to see that this disempowerment was how 
their teachers felt when they were excluded from the decision-making process.  
The perception by teachers of their Principals as power holders is concerning as 
school leaders disempowering behaviours have been associated with lower levels of 
teacher performance and satisfaction, and higher levels of resistance to change (Vecchio, 
Justin & Pearce, 2010). Further, when school leaders encourage teachers’ innovation and 
frequently provide rewards and recognition enabling teachers to feel that their efforts and 
good performance are appreciated, teachers’ sense of competence and impact are enhanced 
(Lee & Nie, 2014). 
9.2.1.3 Experience and qualifications.  Doug (CS3-P) reported in his interview 
that, with respect to his staff, experience in teaching students with Asperger Syndrome has 
lead to a greater understanding of the disability. He said, “I think teachers really start 
connecting with it once they have a child with Asperger’s in their classroom”. Findings 
from the Teacher Attitudes Survey support this claim; those participants in the sample with 
less than ten years experience (n=92) reporting they did not have the skills necessary to 
support students who required adjustments to the curriculum (mean=1.07). Teachers with 
experience in a special education setting (n=18), however, elicited a more positive 
response to this same item (mean 2.65). This finding aligns with a number of research 
studies that report teachers’ confidence in the education of students with an ASD, 
including Asperger Syndrome, is enhanced as a result of their experience (Boyle et al., 
2013; McGillicuddy & O’Donnell, 2014; Segall & Campbell, 2012).  
Further analysis revealed participants with general education teaching qualifications 
supported this item statement, ‘I feel that special education teachers can best meet the 
needs of students who require significant adjustments to the curriculum’, with agreement 
reported by 65% of respondents. Having a qualification in special education did not alter 
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this outcome, with 27 of the 32 special education qualified respondents also agreeing with 
this item statement. This outcome appears contrary to that of Avramidis et al. (2000a), who 
reported teachers with special education qualifications as more positive in attitude than 
those without special education qualifications. McGregor and Campbell (2001), however, 
contest that it is teachers’ experience with students with an ASD and not their 
qualifications that determine positivity of attitude. Clearly, further investigation into this 
experience versus qualifications debate is warranted.  
9.2.1.4 Knowledge of Asperger Syndrome.  Primary teachers reported they did 
not have the skills required to teach students with Asperger Syndrome in their regular 
education class, returning a mean of 1.86 to this item statement of the Teacher Attitudes 
Survey. Teachers were undecided as to their level of knowledge about the disability 
(mean=2.08) yet reported a positive understanding of instructional practices required to 
teach students with Asperger Syndrome.  
Results from the case studies, however, suggested teachers were limited in their 
knowledge of Asperger Syndrome. Observations reported more of than 60% of the 
observational period for each case study was attributed to teacher talk in an environment 
devoid of visual supports, with whole class verbal instruction the primary mode of lesson 
delivery. This contradicts what is known to be effective teaching practice for students with 
Asperger Syndrome (Lindsay et al., 2013; Segall & Campbell, 2012). Linda (CS4-T) was 
the only teacher observed using non-verbal prompts and gestures as supports to verbal 
communication when conversing with the Jacob, the target student.  
Significant correlations were found between items of the teacher effectiveness and 
attitudes toward inclusion constructs, including a correlation of 0.508 for items 10 and 13, 
to 0.620 for items 13 and 19 of the Teacher Attitudes Survey. This strong correlation 
suggests that the more positive teachers felt about their abilities to support students with 
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Asperger Syndrome effectively, the more positive they felt about inclusion generally and 
vice versa (Hinton, Sofronoff, & Sheffield, 2008; Lindsay et al., 2014). 
In order to understand and interpret students’ behaviour correctly, teachers must have 
knowledge about the nature of Asperger Syndrome (Tobias, 2009). International research 
studies investigating the inclusion of students with an ASD and Asperger Syndrome into 
mainstream classes highlight the challenges posed as a result of the student’s unique and 
idiosyncratic symptoms and behaviours (e.g., Lindsay et al., 2013; Robertson et al., 2003; 
White et al., 2007).  
 
9.2.2 Availability of support.  Findings from the Teacher Attitudes Survey 
suggested primary teachers believed additional supports and resources were required to 
assist in their inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. Responses to Likert scale 
items investigating support and resources returned means that supported this principle 
(Item 4, mean 1.31, Item 15, mean 1.53). Teachers requested allocation of teacher aide 
time (i.e., paraprofessional) and personnel support (e.g., school counsellor) as the most 
frequently necessitated resources, with 36% of participants requesting this additional 
assistance. None of the five teachers observed in the case studies, however, were observed 
receiving teacher aide assistance, yet all commented on the necessity of this provision. For 
example, Sue (CS1-T) stated, “Just teacher aide time! One on one support”, Lisa (CS2-T) 
asserted, “I think Vanessa needs an aide to keep her on task”, and Ivan (CS3-T) added, 
“We use that funding in terms of teacher’s aide support for Josh. I think that’s important”.  
Further investigation with these teachers is necessary to determine why they felt a 
teacher’s aide would assist them in the inclusion of a student with Asperger Syndrome. 
This investigation is based on findings from reports that the use of teacher’s aide or 
paraprofessional support for students with disabilities (de Boer, Jan Pijl, Post & Minnaert, 
2013) and students with high functioning ASD (Kasari et al., 2011; Symes & Humphrey, 
  289 
2011) does not always promote the social success of students, and can, in fact, negatively 
impact peer acceptance.  
Other necessitated supports nominated by teachers included additional monies (e.g., 
financial support for students with disabilities in mainstream classes), extra time, and 
tangible resources, such as equipment and technology. Comments from Sarah (CS5-T), 
who stated, “Extra time to make resources would be great” and “Maybe a resource pool to 
access equipment and stuff that other teachers have used” supported these findings. No 
participant articulated specifically what form these resources may take. Further, responses 
from the Teacher Attitudes Survey to the question of required supports/resources also 
elicited generic responses, such as equipment (n=12) and support (n=6). Investigation as to 
the specificity of support and resourcing is therefore required. Lack of resources is cited in 
the literature (Lindsay et al., 2014; 2013) as a significant barrier to teachers’ creation of 
inclusive environments for students with Asperger Syndrome. Yet again, the specific 
nature of resources and how they would be used to support students with Asperger 
Syndrome is not articulated. A further challenge reported by Lindsay et al. (2014) faced by 
teacher is the lack of targeted professional development. 
 
9.2.3 Professional development.  Primary teachers reported a need for ongoing 
professional development in the areas of effective teaching strategies and social inclusion 
practices for students with Asperger Syndrome. Despite reporting confidence in their 
understanding of effective instructional practices for students with Asperger Syndrome 
(mean=2.65), the qualitative responses supported the consistently high agreement of 
participants with the Likert scale items investigating the necessity of professional learning. 
This request for targeted professional development was also supported through the 
interviews also. Linda (CS4-T) commented, “We had a workshop on Asperger’s and 
bullying which was interesting. I think that’s a necessary thing with so many kids coming 
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through”. Sarah (CS5-T) stated, “I need training on different strategies to use, you know, 
so you’ve got something else to try”.  
Research in the area of teacher training reports the necessity for targeted, focused 
professional development for teachers as to how to best educate students with an ASD, 
including students with Asperger Syndrome (Boyle et al., 2013; Lindsay et al., 2014). 
Further, specific training in relation to the disorder has been found to increase teacher self-
efficacy in supporting students with Asperger Syndrome in the mainstream environment 
(Hinton et al., 2008).  
Yet, the specific training needs requested by teachers remained unclear. Their 
responses for professional development requests did not highlight specific topics, and no 
teacher articulated a specific need for targeted skill development or inclusive practice. 
Thus, continued investigation is required to ascertain the precise areas of professional 
development that would be of benefit to teachers of students with Asperger Syndrome. The 
theory to practice gap for teachers in this study has been made evident. A more pressing 
question is how will professional development assist teachers in enacting their new 
knowledge? Boud and Hager (2012) suggest the focus for many professional development 
practices is on delivering content rather than enhancing learning. Thus, professional 
development may be seen as necessary, but it must have a specific focus and it must be 
transferrable into classroom practice (Lindsay et al., 2014).  
A number of factors that served to inform teacher attitudes toward students with 
Asperger Syndrome have been discussed. These factors included teacher self-efficacy, 
resource and support provision, and professional development. The following section will 
explore how teacher attitudes serve as an indicator of social inclusion for students with 
Asperger Syndrome.  
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9.3 Question 3. Teacher Attitudes and Social Inclusion.  
This investigation explored four constructs that contributed to teacher attitudes 
toward the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome: attitudes toward 
inclusion, teacher effectiveness, academic climate, and social inclusion. This 
conceptualisation of the relationship between constructs was examined using triangulation 
of results from the questionnaire, interviews and observations (Neuman, 2006). 
Participants’ agreement with a set of construct-specific questions was considered evidence 
that they held positive attitudes toward students with Asperger Syndrome and were aware 
of the need to promote socially inclusive opportunities for these students.  
Data from the 201 primary school teachers surveyed indicated positive attitudes 
toward the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome generally; however the five 
teachers involved in the case studies provided limited evidence of how to facilitate social 
inclusion in practice. Results from the factor analysis suggested primary teachers did not 
perceive social inclusion as something that needed to be taught within the educational 
environment. The interpretation of the four factors showed social inclusion items loading 
strongly on Factor 2, attitudes toward inclusion items loading on Factor 4, with an equal 
mix of teacher effectiveness and academic climate items loading strongly on Factors 1 and 
3. The lack of correlational evidence between social inclusion and the other three 
constructs suggested teachers might not have the knowledge to do this. This finding was 
supported by the Likert response items that indicated teachers were less than positive in 
their knowledge of how to support the inclusion of students.  
In the case studies, teachers were not observed facilitating social opportunities for 
the student with Asperger Syndrome in their classes. Three teachers interviewed reported 
their knowledge of Asperger Syndrome being between limited and average, with the others 
definitively stating their knowledge of the disorder was limited. The reported limited 
knowledge of the disability by most teacher participants was reflected in the lack of 
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recognition of, and planning for, their student’s social needs. For two of the three students 
observed, Vanessa (CS2-S) and Josh (CS3-S), opportunity for social engagement with their 
peers in the classroom was not afforded, thus the teacher became their primary social 
partner. This relationship is supported by reports that students with Asperger Syndrome 
will often nominate an older person or adult as their preferred social partner (Attwood, 
2007). Thus, as a consequence of their limited knowledge, the teacher has reinforced the 
student’s social isolation from their peers. This segregation from peers is concerning as the 
social isolation and bullying of students with Asperger Syndrome can be counteracted by 
support and friendship with peers (Humphrey & Lewis 2008; Kalambouka, Farrell, Dyson 
& Kaplan, 2007).  
Teacher attitudes were affected by the perceived identity of the student with 
Asperger Syndrome. Those teachers who described the target student by their behaviour 
were more inclined to present barriers rather than bridges to the student’s social inclusion. 
For example, Lisa (CS2-T) said, “She [Vanessa] doesn’t really interact with the other 
children in the class. She can be quite forceful and manipulative. Then she flares up, 
screaming or yelling or clawing. So she just withdraws”. Lisa continued reporting 
Vanessa’s withdrawal from group activities was acceptable and preferable to having to 
deal with her externalising behaviour. The propensity of teachers to rate students with an 
ASD as being less able to regulate their emotions and behaviour when compared to their 
typically developing peers has been reported in studies both overseas (Lindsay et al., 2013) 
and nationally (Ashburner et al., 2010). This response may be the result of limited teacher 
knowledge in the specificities of the behaviour of students with Asperger Syndrome and 
lends additional support to the request for ongoing professional development.  
One must consider, however, the body of knowledge that indicates the transference 
of knowledge into practice is a difficult process for teachers. Odom et al. (2013) highlight 
the need for teachers to be aware of evidence-based practices for students with an ASD, 
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but contest that simply alerting teachers to these practices is not enough. They contest that 
the professional development for teachers regarding these strategies should take place 
following the principles of implementation science, that is, the movement of interventions 
from applied research settings to real-world contexts (Odom et al, 2013). A fundamental 
principle of implementation science is the identification of the focus for professional 
development (Odom et al., 2013). This principle becomes difficult to ascertain with the 
limited specificity by teachers of their professional development needs. This gap in 
professional development requirements provides scope for further enquiry.  
The case studies were found to be instrumental to the illustration of the social 
inclusion constructs. Each of five case studies centred on a student with a diagnosis of 
Asperger Syndrome. For three of the five studies the researcher presented the relationships 
between participants and their environment that was pivotal to each study and which 
aligned with the framework of bioecological systems theory that underpinned this study. 
The differences in results found for each case study reflected the uniqueness of that setting 
and its participants and illustrated the various ways in which relationships impacted on the 
social inclusion of the target student.  
Yet despite the creation of a unique ecological system from each setting, findings 
were shared across the case studies. Social inclusion was conceptualised by both teachers 
and Principals more as a barrier and less as an action to be facilitated in the mainstream 
environment. The student and peer participants, however, were much more proactive in 
their discussion of social inclusion, with an emphasis on friendships and friendship 
qualities a part of their conversations. Friends took on a substantial role in the social 
inclusion of the student in all areas of school life, as was illustrated through CS4, yet the 
value of this relationship was not recognised or utilised by teachers.  
Teachers presented positive attitudes toward the general concepts of inclusion, but 
this positivity did not extend to social opportunity for their students with Asperger 
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Syndrome. Teachers’ lack of knowledge about Asperger Syndrome led to their prioritising 
academic goals for students over their social needs. Teacher attitudes appeared affected by 
the perceived identity of the student with Asperger Syndrome, with those teachers who 
viewed their students through the lens of behaviour more inclined to construct barriers to 
that student’s social inclusion. Teachers were open in their admission of the lack of 
equality afforded to academic and social planning, with social goals receiving minimal 
investment.  
 
9.4 Links to Theoretical Framework 
Sansosti et al. (2010) argue that Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological systems theory 
“assumes that children exist as part of a complex social system wherein development 
occurs as a mutual accommodation between the individual child and the multiple 
environments in which he or she operates” (p. 32). This bioecological framework conceded 
that the relationships a student had with the people and events in the environments that 
surrounded them impacted on their development. Tracing these relationships allowed for 
an investigation into the interplay between them, how they influenced each other and the 
consequences that resulted from this. Using this bioecological framework, the expressed 
belief system of individual teachers was compared to the teaching practice enacted within 
their classroom environment to determine the impact on the social inclusion of the student 
with Asperger Syndrome.  
Results found that the attitudes of the teacher played a significant role in the quality 
of the interactions within the student’s environment. Within the microsystem, teacher, 
student and peers were engaged in multiple interactions, both one-way and bi-directional. 
Results confirm that students’ social developments were impacted by these interactions. 
Positive, reciprocal interactions between the student and members of their microsystem 
(e.g., CS4) saw the target student included in class activities with numerous, positive 
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illustrations of social inclusion. Less positive interactions (e.g., CS2 and CS3), where the 
student was rejected by peers, combined with no opportunity for social interaction as 
facilitated by the teacher, saw these students experience little to no social inclusion.  
The impact of the mesosystem on the student’s social inclusion was also noted. Each 
Principal’s interactions with the microsystem of the target student either enhanced or 
detracted from their social inclusion. The reported influence of Principals served to 
undermine the confidence of the teacher who, in turn, provided limited opportunity for 
social inclusion of the student. Further, the legislation and policy central to the education 
of students with Asperger Syndrome also contributed to teacher attitudes. Results from the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey found primary teachers reported little to no knowledge of the 
Disability Standards for Education 2005 (Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department, 
2005), returning a mean of 1.86. In the interviews, all teacher participants and two 
Principals admitted to not having heard of the Disability Standards for Education. 
Analysis of items in the Teacher Attitudes Survey returned a strong correlation, 
(0.546), between participants limited knowledge of the Disability Standards and limited 
knowledge of Asperger Syndrome. This lack of knowledge of the requirement to provide 
access and participation for students with Asperger Syndrome on the same basis as other 
students further contributed to the limited facilitation of socially inclusive opportunity for 
students. 
Bronfenbrenner (2005) postulated that an individual’s interactions with the systems 
that surround them would change over time. Thus, the chronosystem reflected the 
cumulative experiences a person has over their lifetime. This reflection of the influence of 
time was illustrated in Case Study 4. Both Jacob and his peers had been friends for many 
years, “We started at pre-school together” (Jacob, CS4-S). As Jacob and his friends have 
grown up together, through their interactions with each other, greater understanding and 
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acceptance had developed between them. This enduring friendship resulted in successful 
social inclusion for Jacob a number of years later. 
An integral member of the students’ microsystem is the family. Family was a factor 
mentioned by all ‘key player’ groups except the peer group. Students reported their place 
in the familial structure but did not elaborate in any detail as to the quality of relationship 
had with their family. Principals and teachers mentioned the role of families in school 
community, but did not detail the nature of the relationships between the target student and 
their family. This outcome was not surprising given that relationships with families was 
not explored within the context of this study. Given the role of families in a student’s 
microsystem, however, inclusion of the family as part of the case study component would 
be a consideration for future research. 
Given these findings it can be concluded that the use of Bronfenbrenner’s 
bioecological systems theory as a framework for the investigation of social inclusion of 
student’s with Asperger Syndrome was an appropriate one.  
 
9.5 Limitations 
This study was undertaken with a sample of primary teachers and schools from three 
out of ten school education regions across New South Wales, Australia. The distribution of 
the Teacher Attitudes Survey in only six schools clearly limits the extent to which findings 
can be generalised. The conclusions drawn must be tempered with the realities of sample 
size, generalisability and representativeness of the sample. The convenience, purposive 
sample makes generalisation to the broader primary teacher population impossible given 
the limitations to generalisability of findings when using non-probability sampling 
(Bryman, 2004; de Vaus, 2002). 
The nature of survey research itself could be considered a limitation as research has 
been shown that teacher self reports can result in higher ratings than observations of 
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teaching practice (Chalmers, Carter, Clayton & Hook, 1998). Additionally, as the survey 
regards a topic within which there are clearly socially ‘desirable’ responses, this may also 
have influenced teachers to over-report their awareness of student well-being (de Vaus, 
2002) leading to higher mean scores on items. 
The case study component of this study was a one point in time examination of a 
small number of participants in four educational settings. The unique combinations of 
setting and participants within each environment restrict the findings regarding social 
inclusion to individual locations, thus are not representative of all teachers and settings. 
Attribution of the outcomes to other students who hold a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome 
should also not be considered.  
Further, one must consider the possibility that participants may have altered their 
behaviour in the knowledge they were being observed. In what Bryman (2004) terms the 
reactive effect, both teacher and student participants could have behaved in a manner that 
was less natural than their typical behaviour due to being observed by the researcher. 
Further, the disruption caused in classrooms by the intrusion of the researcher may also 
have affected participant behaviour.  
One teacher’s frequent absences from school made observation difficult, but also 
upset the routine for students who rely on structure and predictability. The researcher had 
to reschedule visits to meet with CS3-T five times due to teacher absences with school 
sport and sickness. No pre-warning was given to the class of his absence, and replacement 
teachers were not familiar with the school or the class.  
Despite the researcher receiving training in the use of the EBASS to record teacher 
behaviour, no inter-observer reliability was established. The record of teacher behaviour in 
this study should thus be treated with caution. Future studies could include coding of 
teacher behaviour by a second observer to establish inter-observer reliability (Bryman, 
2006). The strength of this inter-observer reliability may assist in clarifying the 
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relationship between teacher behaviour and subsequent opportunities to facilitate social 
inclusion for students with Asperger Syndrome.  
This study used a semi-structured, standardised, open-ended set of questions to 
interview key player participants. Using this approach may have restricted the breadth and 
depth of responses by participants. A more open-ended interview approach could have 
identified additional themes that could assist in understanding the constructs surrounding 
the social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome. 
 
9.6 Implications 
Knowledge of appropriate practice and positive attitudes toward inclusion do not 
necessarily equate to positive inclusive experiences for students. Educating students with 
Asperger Syndrome requires an understanding of the unique cognitive, social, sensory and 
behavioural deficits that characterise the disorder. Results from this study have highlighted 
the call from primary teachers for support in their inclusion of students with Asperger 
Syndrome. As discussed, teachers reported positive attitudes but limited knowledge. Their 
lack of affirmative action in facilitation of socially inclusive opportunity for students with 
Asperger Syndrome poses substantial concerns regarding the placement process for 
students in regular education classrooms. White et al. (2007) highlight the lack of 
consideration afforded to students social abilities when considering class placement, with 
Segall and Campbell (2014) asserting, “Consistently, researchers have found that cognitive 
ability is highly associated with regular class placement for students with ASD” (p. 32). If 
teachers are to actively support the social engagement of students in their classes, then the 
consideration of students’ social needs, as part of the placement process must become a 
reality.  
This study has made a contribution to the understanding of social inclusion for 
students with Asperger Syndrome. The use of a mixed methods design saw multiple 
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sources of information collated and refined to produce an informed and contemporary 
definition of this term. Social inclusion for students with Asperger Syndrome can be 
defined as the demonstration of at least one enduring, reciprocal friendship, and self-
initiated, active participation in group activities with acceptance shown by group 
members. This definition affords a meaningful contribution to future research studies in 
this area owing to its focus on students’ active demonstration of their participation in social 
relationships rather than simply having the ability to do so (Bossaert et al., 2013). 
The absence of the “autistic voice” (Parsons et al., 2011, p. 58) has been noted as an 
exclusionary measure by which persons with an Autism Spectrum Disorder are restricted 
in their participation in such research (Harrington et al., 2013, Preece & Jordan, 2010). 
This current study gave a voice to young students with Asperger Syndrome and provided 
opportunities for their experiences and relationships in the educational environment to be 
heard. Although it is not possible to claim these views as representative of the population 
of primary aged students with Asperger Syndrome, given the small sample size and lack of 
representativeness, it does appreciate the valuable insights that can be gained from their 
inclusion in the research process.  
This study was undertaken at a time when the diagnostic criteria recognised Asperger 
Syndrome as a distinct disability. The full impact of the latest changes to the classification 
of Autism Spectrum Disorders, discussed in Chapter Two, for persons previously 
diagnosed with Asperger Syndrome is unknown. Gibbs et al. (2012) have raised concerns 
around a subset of individuals who will no longer hold a diagnosis of Asperger Syndrome 
but still showcase significant symptoms. The impact for students in classroom 
environments who showcase symptoms of Asperger Syndrome but have no formal 
diagnosis is not known. This is a topic for future research. 
This study has showcased five young students, their teachers, peers and Principals at 
a single point in time. Three of these students will transition to a secondary setting within 
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two years of this study. The research in the area of social inclusion of students with 
Asperger Syndrome in secondary schools is minimal (Bossaert et al, 2013; Humphrey & 
Symes, 2013). This suggests future research could utilise a longitudinal study, following 
students from primary to secondary settings and investigate across time the influences on 
students’ social inclusion. As captured in this study, the voice of the individual students 
needs be part of any research project so as to capture a rich picture of this experience.  
Finally, future use of the Teacher Attitudes Survey could be enhanced by the 
inclusion of a question regarding teachers’ prior experiences with students with Asperger 
Syndrome in their class. This would provide opportunities in the analysis to differentiate 
between the responses from teachers with prior experience and those with no experience in 
teaching a student with Asperger Syndrome.  
 
9.7 Conclusion 
This study has investigated attitudes of primary education teachers toward the social 
inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome in their regular education classrooms. It has 
been directed by the investigations of relationships between individuals in the educational 
environment within the framework of ecological systems theory.  
A mixed-methods design was used to explore four constructs, proposed as key 
influences on the development of teacher attitudes. Quantitative analysis of data from the 
Teacher Attitudes Survey was used to reveal a broad pattern of attitude with respect to 
primary teachers reported effectiveness in teaching student with Asperger Syndrome, 
attitudes toward inclusion, impacts of the academic climate, and understandings of social 
inclusion. A qualitative investigation of five case studies, guided by grounded theory 
analysis techniques, revealed a broad contextual overview of the educational environment 
with respect to the constructs underpinning this study. A detailed exploration of the 
personalised and contextually relevant relationships within each case study environment 
  301 
with data obtained from those participants central in the student’s ecological system then 
followed.  
With reference to the research questions that guided this study, results uncovered 
shared understandings of the term ‘social inclusion’ between teachers and Principals and 
between students with Asperger Syndrome and their same aged peers. Concepts of 
friendship and acceptance from the student/peer dyad aligned closely with the definition of 
social inclusion posited at the beginning of this study and served as support for the 
successful social inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome.  
Factors influencing teacher attitudes were identified and investigated. Teacher self-
efficacy was shaped by teachers’ limited knowledge of Asperger Syndrome, decision-
making processes and individual student factors. Teachers identified a need for ongoing 
professional development and additional resources to support and inform their provision of 
socially inclusive opportunities for students with Asperger Syndrome; yet they were not 
clear on what resources, support or professional learning was required to assist build this 
understanding. 
This investigation has contributed to the field by proposing a revised definition of 
social inclusion. This definition has progressed from an abstract, subjective description of 
a student’s ability to be socially included, to an explanation that involves a more 
contemporary, active demonstration of a student’s inclusion in social relationships. This 
revised definition is informed by the voice of the student and the dynamic interplay with 
key figures in their immediate educational environment. This study of social inclusion for 
students with Asperger Syndrome is unique in that it is informed by Bronfenbrenner’s 
(2001) bioecological systems theory. The interpretation of the results within the framework 
of Bronfenbrenner’s theory provides confirmation of this contemporary definition of social 
inclusion. With the student at the centre, social inclusion has been identified as highly 
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dependent on the attitudes of significant others as well as the skills and knowledge of 
teachers and educators.  
This study has provided evidence that despite positive demonstrations in attitude 
toward the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome, primary teachers have limited 
knowledge as to how to facilitate these students’ social inclusion. The onus lays with 
future research as to how to best harness this positive affect. Then, in combination with 
enhanced cognitive belief, transform these understandings into affirmative behavioural 
enactment by teachers of socially inclusive opportunity for students with Asperger 
Syndrome.  
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APPENDIX A 
Teacher Attitudes Survey - Pilot 
Teacher Attitudes Survey -Pilot 
 
Thank you for your participation in this study. Please take your time and answer each item 
in a manner that reflects your perspective. The purpose of this survey is to evaluate 
attitudes toward the education of students with Asperger Syndrome in regular classes.  
 
Please provide the following information about yourself. 
1. Gender:                       M                                  F 
2. Age:                            22-30                    31-40                  41-50                    50+ 
3. Years of teaching experience (General Education):        
Less than 5 years                    5-10 years                        10-15 years                     15+ years 
3. Years of teaching experience (Special Education):        
None          Less than 5 years           5-10 years              10-15 years                     15+ years 
4. What are your teaching qualifications (General Education)? 
________________________________________________________________________ 
5. What are your teaching qualifications (Special Education)? 
________________________________________________________________________ 
6. Currently employed as: ___________________________________________________ 
 
Please respond to the following statements according to the scale supplied. Circle a 
specific response. 
 
1. I am concerned I will not have the skills required to teach special education students in an 
inclusive setting. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
2. I have the instructional background to teach inclusion students effectively. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
3. Having pupils with diverse special educational needs in my classroom is unfair to other pupils 
who may be held back. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
4. A teacher should be concerned with educational issues and not be expected to deal with pupils’ 
emotional and behavioural problems. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
5. The inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome in my regular classes has minimal affect 
upon my implementation of the curriculum content. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
6. The inclusion of special education students affects the learning climate of my classroom. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
7. It is more important for schools to promote social inclusion than academic achievement. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
8. I demonstrate appropriate instructional practice toward special education students in my classes. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
9. Regular education teachers are informed about special education laws. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
10. I feel that special education teachers can best meet the needs of students who require significant 
adjustments to the curriculum. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
11. Special education students behave like regular education students. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
12. I feel that general education teachers possess skills and experience needed to work with 
students with disabilities in an inclusive setting. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
13. I feel that it is difficult to adjust instruction and my teaching style to meet the needs of students 
diagnosed with Asperger Syndrome. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
14. The training I received at University was adequate in preparing me to develop and promote 
social inclusion      within a mainstream school. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
15. My knowledge of Asperger Syndrome is limited. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
16. Social inclusion is much more than playing or being present in the same playground as 
mainstream children. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
17. The success of inclusion depends on external factors like funding and support beyond the 
control of the classroom teacher. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
18. Students in my class often reject students with disabilities. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
19. Support and funding are the most important ingredients to successful inclusion. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
20. I consider myself to be knowledgeable in the areas of special education policy and legislation 
and the Disability Standards for Education 2005. 
 Strongly Agree           Agree              Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
21. Do you currently have a student with Asperger Syndrome enrolled in your regular education 
class?  
                                             Yes                                       No     (Go to Q23) 
22. If yes, briefly outline what preparations you undertook prior to the arrival of this student into 
your classroom? 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
23. What do you believe are the three most important factors that promote positive social inclusion 
for students with Asperger Syndrome in a regular education setting? 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
24. Outline what you understand to be your responsibilities toward students with disabilities in 
relation to the Disability Standards for Education 2005. 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
25. What changes, if any, to your teaching will be required to effectively support a student with 
Asperger Syndrome in your classroom? 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
26. Briefly outline how you foster / promote social inclusion in your classroom. 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
27. What supports / resources from a school or systems level do you feel are required to assist in 
the positive inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome into your regular classroom? 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
28. What professional development or training would you see as beneficial to you in supporting 
your inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome? 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
29. What do you believe social inclusion is for students with disabilities in a general education 
setting? 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
30. Would you be willing to be approached by the researcher for further discussion regarding your 
responses to this survey? 
                                                    Yes                                          No 
 
 
 
Thank you for your time.   
 
Code (Administration use only) ________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 
Teacher Interview Schedule - Pilot 
Teacher Interview Schedule - Pilot: 
1) Describe for me your understanding of Asperger Syndrome? Would you say your 
knowledge of AS is extensive / high / average / limited? 
2) What changes, if any to your teaching would be required to effectively support a 
student with Asperger Syndrome in your classroom? 
3) Have you taught students with Asperger Syndrome in your regular education class 
before? If yes, can you tell me about that experience? (Consider target student 
behaviours, teacher responses and knowledge, environmental supports, impact on 
other students, inclusion philosophy) 
4) What do you believe inclusion is for students with disabilities in a general 
education setting? 
5) Describe then what you believe social inclusion is for students with disabilities in a 
general education setting? 
6) Can you tell me how you foster and / or promote social inclusion in your 
classroom? 
7) Are you able to identify any barriers to this process of social inclusion? Do you 
have any suggestions as to how these barriers may be broken down? 
8) Can you describe what you believe are the three most important factors that 
promote positive social inclusion for students with Asperger Syndrome in a regular 
education setting? 
9) What supports or resources from a school or systems level do you feel are required 
to assist in the positive inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome into your 
regular classroom? 
10) What professional development or training would you see as beneficial to you in 
supporting your inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome? 
11) Can you outline for me what you understand to be your responsibilities toward 
students with disabilities in relation to the Disability Standards for Education 2005? 
12) How much support are you given in terms of implementing the Standards in you 
classroom / school? Who provides you with this support? Do you feel it is 
satisfactory? If not, what extra assistance would be beneficial to you? 
13) Is there anything you would like to ask me? 
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APPENDIX C 
Student Interview Schedule - Pilot 
Student Interview Schedule - Pilot: 
1. Tell me about yourself? What do you like to do? 
2. Do you get the chance to do this (favourite activity) at school? 
3. What things do you like about your school? Are there things you don’t like? What 
are they? 
4. What is your favourite part of the school day? Why?  
5. Tell me about some things/activities at school that have been set up for you?  
6. Do you get to do things other kids don’t? Why do you think this is? 
7. Do you like to be involved in school/class activities? Why/why not? 
8. Who is your teacher? Can you tell me about him/her?  
9. What are some things your teacher does just for you? To help you? 
10. Do you have time to talk to your teacher? Would you like more time with them? 
11. Does your teacher do things differently for you than your classmates? 
12. Do you like to work with others in your class (groupwork) or do you prefer to work 
by yourself? 
13. What do you do at morning tea / lunch? 
14. What games do you like to play? 
15. If you don’t feel like playing on the playground, are there other things you can do? 
16. Tell me about your friends. How do you know they are friends? 
17. Who is your best friend? Why are they your best friend? 
18. Would you like more or less time with your friends at school? 
19. Do you like having friends? 
20. What are some things you like to do with your friends? 
21. What are some things you like to do by yourself? 
22. Would you like more time by yourself at school? 
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APPENDIX D 
MS-CISSAR definitions for student response events 
MS-CISSAR definitions for student response events  
Academic responses 
1. (WRITING) – Writing is recorded when the target student is observed marking 
academic task materials, (e.g., paper, ditto sheet, blackboard, workbook pages, etc., 
with pencil, pen, or crayon). Writing involves holding the writing instrument and 
moving it in a manner likely to produce written numbers, letters, words, or prewriting 
activities of shapes and forms. Drawing pictures is not coded (WRITING), rather as 
Task Participation.  
2. (TSKPARTIC) – Task Participation is defined by those instances where the student is 
observed manipulating elements of an academic task used individually or shared with 
peers. Task Participation is an active academic response. Task Participation occurs 
when the target student makes motor or manipulative responses. The Task 
Participation code covers the appropriate motor or manipulative responses made using 
games or materials designed to teach academic, play, and leisure skills. Task 
Participation does not include writing responses.  
3. (READALOUD) – Reading Aloud is defined by those instances in which the student 
is observed looking at materials like a book or blackboard, and reading aloud what is 
written. This academic response may occur during any non-reading activity as well. 
4. (RDSILENT) – Reading Silently is defined by those instances in which the student is 
observed looking at materials including books, workbooks, worksheets, or written 
materials, or blackboard for at least 2 seconds, and has eye movements indicating the 
child is scanning words, numbers, or letters. Reading is coded when the materials 
being read are on the student’s desk or table, held in the student’s hands, or written on 
the blackboard, computer, etc. Tasks like readers and workbooks must be held open to 
a page.  
5. (TALKACA) – Talk Academic is defined by those instances where the student is 
observed verbalising, singing, or signing about their academic subject/materials, 
teacher instructions, or other appropriate subject matter topics. The content of the 
conversation must be talk about academics or asking and answering academic 
questions. Code Talk Academic when the student is talking to the teacher, to 
him/herself, or talking to a peer about academic matters. Also code Talk Academic 
when the student is relating a poem, story, or opinion from memory, or during show 
and tell, or while making a speech.  
6. (NOACARSP) – No Academic Response is defined by those instances where he 
student is observed not engaging in any response covered by academic response codes 
1 – 5 immediately above.  
 
Task Management Responses 
1. (RAISEHAND) – Raising Hand is defined by those instances when the student is 
observed with a hand raised. This is the usual signal used by the child to request 
teacher help. As a result of raising the hand, the child, at some point, will be called 
upon by the teacher. 
2. (PLAYAPPRO) – Playing or Interacting Appropriately is defined by those 
instances in which the student is observed engaged in play or social behaviours that 
are not academic, but are approved by the teacher. Play Appropriate may involve 
toys and/or talk. Play Appropriate is recorded if the play/interaction is social and 
organised by the students.  
3. (MANIPMTL) – Manipulating Materials is defined by those instances where the 
student is looking for, using, or handling curriculum materials. Examples include 
looking for materials in the desk, using answer sheets, reference materials, or 
handling curriculum materials such as flipping through the pages of a dictionary or 
tossing a pencil back and forth from one hand to another. 
4. (MOVES) – Moving is defined by those instances when the student is observed 
walking or running to a new area or station in the classroom. Moves often occurs 
when the activity is transition, when the child is seeking help, or when seeking 
materials away from the desk. Lining up and moving from desk to other locations 
in the classroom coded as Moves, when the student is complying with teacher 
directions. 
5. (TALKMGMT) – Talk Management is defined by those instances when the student 
is observed in conversation with a peer and the substance of the conversation is not 
about the academic activity or task, but it is about issues related to task 
management.  
6. (ATTENTION) – Attention is defined by those instances when the student is 
observed looking directly at the teacher or a peer who may be asking or answering 
a question, or who is otherwise teaching the target student. Attention is a passive 
response, and it requires that the student is looking at the teacher or peer who is 
teaching. Attention is also coded when a child is looking at a teacher lecturing, or 
when watching a movie or video, or at materials being presented as illustration by 
the teacher.  
7. (NOMGMT) – No Task Management is defined by those instances when the 
student is not engaging in any response covered in student task management 
response codes, 1 – 6 above.  
 
Competing Responses 
1. (AGGRESSION) – Aggression is defined by those instances in which the student is 
observed hitting or pretending to hit, fighting, kicking, slapping, poking, pulling 
hair, etc. If any of these behaviours are directed at the target him/herself, record it 
as Self-Abuse, not Aggression.  
2. (DISRUPT) – Disrupt is defined by those instances in which the student is 
observed producing noise levels or behaviours loud enough to attract the attention 
of the other students or the teacher. A loud noise or verbalization that attracts 
attention, whether accidental or intentional is recorded as Disruption. Examples 
include yelling, crying, banging, breaking, or destruction of materials. Also include 
loud talk.  
3. (TALKINAPP) – Talk Inappropriate is defined by those instances in which the 
student is observed talking to a peer or teacher about either nonacademic or non-
task management matters. Examples include: laughter or silly talk, talk about what 
will go on at recess, after school, or rude remarks toward the teacher. Also include: 
echoes (repeated speech); self-talks; T.V. jingles; or other inappropriate 
verbalisations. 
4. (LOOKARND) – Looking Around is defined by those instances where the student 
is observed looking away from the academic task. Examples include: a child 
looking out of a window, up at a ceiling, or at the floor instead of at his reader. This 
also includes looking at someone’s paper during an exam or gazing up at the lights.  
5. (NONCOMPLY) – Non-Compliance is defined by those instances when the 
student is not complying with a teacher directive or standing classroom rule. 
Engaging in behaviours that are not approved by the teacher. For example, working 
on a spelling task during math class without teacher approval. Includes also: 
manipulating or playing with taboo items, shooting rubber bands, throwing erasers 
or paper clips, passing notes.  
6. (SELF-STIM) – Self-Stimulation is defined by those instances when the target 
student produces active and repetitive sensory-motor behaviours. Examples include 
continuous hand movements, rhythmic rocking back and forth, thumb sucking, nail 
biting, twisting or twirling of one’s hair, spinning objects, mouthing, and smelling, 
that is maintained for at least five or more seconds. 
7. (SELFABUSE) – Self-Abuse is defined by those instances when the student is 
observed biting, slapping, hitting, or pinching him or herself. Include also head 
banging with or against any object (e.g., a toy, wall, table, fist).  
8. (NOINAPPRO) – No Inappropriate Behaviour is defined by those instances when 
the student is not engaging in any of the aforementioned competing behaviours, 1 – 
7 above, or if the target student is appropriately engaging in time-out.  
 
Greenwood, C. R., Carta, J. J., Kamps, D., & Delquadri, J. (1997). Ecobehavioral 
Assessment Systems Software (EBASS): Practitioners manual. (pp. 76-79). Kansas City, 
KS: Juniper Gardens Children’s Project, University of Kansas.  
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APPENDIX E 
MS-CISSAR definitions for teacher response events 
MS-CISSAR definitions for teacher response events  
Teacher behaviour 
1. (QUESTACA) – Question Academic is defined by those instances where the teacher 
is observed asking a question. Question Academic may also be coded when a question 
is implied by the inflection in a teacher’s voice.  
2. (QUESTMGMT) – Question Management is defined by those instances where the 
teacher is observed asking a question related to behaviours that generally precede 
academic instruction. The difference between academic and management is 
determined by the response that is expected. Question Management sets the stage or is 
getting ready for academic responding. Question Management leads directly to an 
academic response.  
3. (QSTDSPLN) – Question Discipline is defined by those instances where the teacher is 
observed asking a question regarding the content and form of classroom social 
interactions, personal conduct, or school/class rules. These questions concern students’ 
social behaviour and classroom rules of conduct.  
4. (CMNDACA) – Command Academic is defined by those instances where the teacher 
is observed making a verbal statement that is not a question but is intended to cue an 
academic response.  
5. (CMNDMGMT) – Command Management is defined by those instances where the 
teacher is observed making a verbal statement cueing a management response. This 
statement may be intended to either start a response or stop a response.  
6. (CMNDDSCPLN) – Command Discipline is defined by those instances where the 
teacher is observed giving a command related to the conduct and form of social 
interactions, personal conduct, and school/classroom rules of behaviour.  
7. (TALKACA) – Talk Academic is recorded when the teacher is observed discussing 
academic topics and material with a student or students.  
8. (TALKMGMT) – Talk Management is defined by those instances where the teacher is 
observed talking to the students about events that typically precede academic 
responding.  
9. (TALKDSCPLN) – Talk Discipline is defined by those instances where the teacher is 
observed talking to students about the content or form of their social interactions, 
conduct, and school/class rules. 
10. (TALKNONACA) – Talk NonAcademic is defined by those instances where the 
teacher is observed engaging in any verbal behaviour (questions, commands, or talk) 
which do not apply to academic, management, or discipline events or behaviours. This 
talk may revolve around lunch, personal experiences, or home-related activities.  
11. (NONVBPRMT) – Nonverbal Prompt is defined by those instances where the teacher 
uses gestures or physical signals or physical guidance, in the absence of any verbal 
responses, to cue a student’s response.  
12. (ATTENTION) – Attention is defined by those instances where the teacher is simply 
looking at a student or engaging in related behaviours that indicate that he/she is 
paying attention to the student(s).  
13. (READALOUD) – Reading Aloud is defined by those instances where the teacher is 
reading aloud to or in concert with one or more students(s). The reading may come 
from the blackboard, a chart, o book, or a worksheet.  
14. (SING) – Sing is defined by those instances where the teacher is observed singing 
aloud. This may occur when the teacher teaches a song to the class, as the teacher and 
class sing together, or as the teacher sings quietly to him/herself.  
15. (NORESPONS) – No Response is defined by those instances where the teacher is 
making no observable response directed to the class. In this case, the teacher is 
engaging in other behaviours.  
Teacher Approval 
1. (APPROVAL) – Approval is coded when the teacher expresses praise, 
appreciation, or satisfaction with the students’ classwork, conduct, or performance. 
This is coded when you see or hear positive statements.  
2. (DISAPPROV) – Disapproval is coded when the teacher expresses dislike, dismay, 
dissatisfaction or disgust with students’ classwork, appearance or conduct.  
3. (NEITHER) – Neither is coded when there is no evidence of approval or 
disapproval found in the classroom.  
Teacher Focus 
1. (TARGET) – Target Student is coded when the teacher directs behaviour toward 
the observed student exclusively. If the teacher is providing a turn to the target 
student, tutoring, or otherwise receiving one-to-one instruction at the time of the 
beep then code TG. 
2. (TARGT+OTH) – Target Student and Others is coded when the teacher directs 
behaviours toward the observed student and other students.  
3. (NOONE) – No One is coded when the defined teacher is not directing behaviour 
toward any student in the classroom. This would be coded if the teacher was sitting 
alone grading papers, talking with another teacher, or if no adult was in the 
classroom.  
4. (OTHER) – Other Than Target student is coded when no adult directing behaviour 
towards the observed student and the “teacher” is directing behaviour towards a 
student other than the observe student.  
Teacher Position 
1. (INFRONT) – In Front is defined as the position of the teacher when s/he is in front 
of the target student (at no greater than a 45 degree angle).  
2. (ATDESK) – At Desk is defined as the position of the teacher when s/he is seated 
at r standing near the teacher’s desk.  
3. (OUTOFROOM) – Out of the Room is defined as the position of the teacher when 
s/he is not located in the same room as the target student.  
4. (SIDE) – Side is defined as the position of the teacher when s/he is standing or 
sitting next to the target student.  
5. (BACK) – Back is defined as the position of the teacher when s/he is standing or 
sitting to the rear of the target student.  
Teacher definition was always coded (REGULAR) – The Regular Education Teacher is 
defined as the person officially in charge of the regular education classroom.  
 
Greenwood, C. R., Carta, J. J., Kamps, D., & Delquadri, J. (1997). Ecobehavioral 
Assessment Systems Software (EBASS): Practitioners manual. (pp. 80-85). Kansas City, 
KS: Juniper Gardens Children’s Project, University of Kansas.  
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APPENDIX F 
MS-CISSAR definitions for ecology response events 
MS-CISSAR definitions for ecology response events 
Activity 
1. (READING) – Reading is defined as an activity whose primary goal is the 
translation of written letters into words, and the comprehension of words, phrases, 
sentences, and paragraphs. Reading activities include the use of readers for oral 
and/or silent reading, discussion of letters, sounds, and words, learning the 
alphabet, and answering of comprehension questions about passages they have 
read.  
2. (MATH) – Arithmetic and Mathematics is defined as an activity whose goal is the 
teaching of numerical concepts and operations. Math may be coded when any 
activity involves the use of numbers, numeric concepts, geometry, time, money, 
weight, metrics, measurement, story problems etc. 
3. (SPELLING) – Spelling is defined as an activity whose goal is to teach spelling 
words. Spelling may involve either written or oral spelling of words following a 
request from the teacher. 
4. (HNDWRTNG) – Handwriting is defined as an activity whose goal is learning to 
write using either print or cursive script. The teacher may discuss or demonstrate 
the shape or size of the letters and the lines on the writing paper between which the 
letters are to be written. During handwriting, students will often be assigned to 
practice writing letters and words on specially lined practice paper or workbooks.  
5. (LANGUAGE) – Language is defined as an activity whose goals are to teach 
speech, vocabulary, language structure, foreign language, communication skills, or 
creative writing. 
6. (SCIENCE) – Science is defined as an activity whose goal is learning of physical, 
geological, or biological science subjects.  
7. (SOCSTUD) – Social Studies are defined as activities whose goals are the 
teachings of history, geography, economics, psychology, or anthropological events.  
8. (PREVOC) – Pre-Vocational activities are defined as those whose goals are to 
teach about specific jobs and teach employment skills and competencies.  
9. (GRSSMOTOR) – Gross Motor Activities are designed to teach movement and 
coordination of the large muscles in the arms, legs and feet. These movements 
include running, jumping, balancing, climbing, hopping, skipping, throwing, 
rolling, kicking, and catching.  
10. (DAILYLIV) – Daily Living and Community Skills are defined by lessons whose 
goals are to teach calendar skills, food preparation, use of money in purchasing, 
housekeeping, laundry service, budgeting, transportation, or any activities related to 
independent living.  
11. (SELF-CARE) – Self-Care activities are defined by instruction that addresses 
personal hygiene. 
12. (ARTS/CRFT) – Arts/Crafts activities are defined by instruction whose goals 
include artistic techniques, exploration of creative ideas, artistic expression, or 
artistic appreciation.  
13. (FREETIME) – Free Time is an activity whose goal is to allow students to select 
activities on their own. These activities may be academic or non-academic. 
Students may use free time to engage in homework or self-study or, to select from 
non-academic activities that may include puzzles, toys, or games.  
14. (BUSMGMNT) – Business/Management is defined by activities focusing on the 
routine business of the day.  
15. (TRANSIT) – Transition is defined as the change in activity. Transition begins with 
a teacher command that indicates the activity or task is about to change, or when 
the target student makes a change in his/her own activity. Transition is the time 
between activities/tasks when the target is engaged in a) putting away a completed 
activity/task and b) getting materials for a new activity/task. Transition has ended 
when the teacher has proceeded with instructions for the new activity.  
16. (MUSIC) – Music is defined as instruction whose goals are the appreciation and/or 
the techniques of musical expression.  
17. (TIMEOUT) – Time Out is defined as the removal of the target student from the 
activity and/or setting due to inappropriate behaviour. Time Out may also include 
physical removal, restraint, or seclusion. 
18. (NOACTVTY) – Code No Activity when the teacher has not overtly announced 
any activity or the target has not become involved in any of the observable 
activities described above.  
19. (CN’TELL) – Code Can’t Tell when the above specified activities do not apply or 
seem to fit the situation. Can’t Tell may also mean that you can’t see for a moment 
or two.  
20. (OTHER) - ….. 
Task 
1. (READERS) – Readers are defined as textbooks in any subject area or fiction and 
non- fiction reading material. Readers are coded when the target student is 
observed using any text or reading book. The student may be using the reader at 
his/her desk, and very often, in a small reading group with the teacher. This also 
includes teacher-held or peer-held reading texts if the target is attending to them. 
2. (WORKBOOKS) – Workbooks are defined as paperback booklets, which provide 
problems or tasks that can be solved directly on their pages. Workbooks are 
available in almost every subject area and include student magazines, such as 
weekly readers.  
3. (WORKSHEET) – Worksheets are defined as teacher prepared sheets on which the 
students are expected to read and then write their responses on them. Worksheets 
can be applied to any subject or activity. They are usually unbound, unlike a 
workbook.  
4. (PAPER&PEN) – Paper and Pencil tasks are defined as those that involve the 
copying of letters or numbers on lined or unlined paper with a pencil, pen, crayon, 
or marker. Paper and Pencil is coded when students copy lessons from a reader or 
workbook, correct papers, or copy problems or words from the board and then 
completes those problems on a separate sheet of paper.  
5. (LSTNLECT) – Listen to Teacher Lecture is defined as the task of listening to 
teacher presentations. The only behaviours involved in this task are looking at and 
attending to the teacher who is verbalising. Some examples of what the teacher is 
doing during this task include: lecturing, reading a story, or giving directions. In 
Listen to Teacher Lecture, verbal communication is going in one direction, from 
teacher to student.  
6. (OTHMEDIA) – Other Media is defined as a task that involves a material other 
than readers, workbooks, worksheets, or paper and pencil. Other Media is coded 
when the student is observed viewing a film, filmstrip, overhead, or listening to 
music. It should also be coded when the student is using a dictionary, arts & crafts 
materials, pegboards, beads, or playing an academic or social game.  
7. (DISCUSSN) – Teacher-Student Discussion is defined as verbal interaction 
between the teacher and students. Code Teacher-Student Discussion when the 
student is individually talking and discussing with the teacher. This may occur in a 
small group or 1:1 situation when the teacher asks a question and the student(s) 
answer or when the target or peer ask questions or makes a comment. Teacher-
Student Discussion differs from Teacher Lecture in that student responding is 
occurring in addition to looking and listening.  
8. (FETCH/PUT) – Fetch/Put Away is defined as a task involving getting or putting 
away new materials or changing tasks. Code Fetch/Put Away when the students are 
required to change or get materials during and/or after an activity. Also code 
Fetch/Put Away when it leads to lining up or moving to a new group, returning to 
seat, etc.  
9. (NOTASK) – Code No Task when the target student is not using any materials, or 
engaged in any of the above defined tasks.  
Physical Arrangement 
1. (ENTIREGRP) – Entire Group is defined when the target student is located within 
the same general seating arrangement as all other students in the classroom.  
2. (DIVIDEGRP) – Divided Group is defined as any other arrangement that is not 
otherwise Entire Group or Individual.  
3. (INDIVIDUAL) – Individual is defined when the target student is situated away 
from all other students in the class. If the target student is the only student in the 
room, code Individual.  
Instructional Grouping 
1. (WHOLECLSS) – Whole Class Instruction is recorded when the target student is 
receiving the same instruction as all other students.  
2. (SMALLGRP) – Small Group Instruction is recorded when the target student is 
receiving the same instruction as at least one other student but not all students in 
the class.  
3. (ONEONONE) – One-to-One Instruction is defined when the target student is 
working alone with the teacher, aide, or a peer tutor, or any of the other possible 
designations of teacher. Do not code One-to-One Instruction when the teacher is 
simply providing a turn to the target student, but do code One-to-One Instruction if 
the teacher is instructing the student exclusively and not focusing his/her behaviour 
on any other students during the session.  
4. (INDEPNDNT) – Independent Instruction is recorded when the target student is 
engaged in an activity and task which is self-determined and self-managed. This is 
often described as independent seatwork. The student in this situation is not 
receiving any direct teacher questions, commands, or talk.  
5. (NOINSTRCT) – No Instruction is coded if there is no task, and the student is 
receiving no direct questions, commands, or talk from the teacher.  
 
Greenwood, C. R., Carta, J. J., Kamps, D., & Delquadri, J. (1997). Ecobehavioral 
Assessment Systems Software (EBASS): Practitioners manual. (pp. 85-93). Kansas City, 
KS: Juniper Gardens Children’s Project, University of Kansas.  
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APPENDIX G 
Definitions of component skills of the four enactment skills of social interaction 
Definitions of each component skill of the four enactment skills of social interaction 
 
Acknowledging skills 
• Turns – actively positions body and faces social partner. 
• Looks – makes visual contact with social partner by gazing at him/her. 
• Confirms – acknowledges reception of social message. 
• Touches – uses touch or other physical contact during social interaction. 
 
Sending skills 
• Greets – uses appropriate phrases and ceremonies to greet social partner. 
• Answers – gives relevant, more than one word answers to questions. 
• Questions – requests or asks for information, assistance or clarification. 
• Complies – actively tries to understand social partner’s situation and feelings. 
• Encourages – makes supportive statements, gives positive feedback. 
• Extends – keeps the conversation going, maintains social partner’s interest. 
• Clarifies – assures that social partner is following the interaction. 
• Sets limits – says no, expresses wishes or otherwise asserts oneself. 
• Thanks – uses appropriate phrases and ceremonies to acknowledge gifts etc. 
• Concludes – terminates conversation or interaction. 
 
Timing skills 
• Times response – reacts to social messages without delay or hesitation. 
• Speaks fluently – speaks in a fluent and continuous manner. 
• Takes turns – awaits one’s turn and “hands it over” to social partner. 
• Times duration – speaks for reasonably long time periods. 
• Completes – stops talking when the full message has been sent. 
 
Coordinating skills 
• Approaches – uses appropriate strategies to catch social partner’s attention. 
• Places self – positions self at appropriate distance from social partner. 
• Assumes position – assumes physical posture appropriate to the situation. 
• Matches language – uses language and address appropriate to the situation. 
• Discloses – shares personal information, opinions, feelings, etc. 
• Expresses emotion – displays affect appropriate to the situation. 
 
 
Englund, B., Bernspang,B., & Fisher, A. G. (1995). Development of an instrument for 
assessment of social interaction skills in occupational therapy. Scandinavian Journal of 
Occupational Therapy, 2(1), 17-23. 
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APPENDIX H 
Student Observation Schedule – Pilot 
Student Observation Schedule 
 
Date:                                           Time:                                              Setting Code:                                                         Lesson Focus: 
Student Code:                            Observer Code:                            Observation Record Number: 
 
Categories / Interval     1       2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9    10    11    12    13    14    15                                      Comment 
Acknowledging skills (AS)                 
Turns                 
Looks                 
Confirms                 
Touches                 
Sending skills (SS)                 
Greets                 
Answers                 
Questions                 
Complies                 
Encourages                 
Extends                 
Clarifies                 
Sets limits                 
Thanks                 
Concludes                 
Timing skills (TS)                 
Times response                 
Speaks fluently                 
Takes turns                 
Times duration                 
Completes                  
Coordinating skills (CS)                 
Approaches                 
Places self                 
Assumes position                 
Matches language                 
Discloses                  
Expresses emotion                 
 
Categories / Interval   16       17   18    19   20   21   22   23    24   25   26   27   28   29   30                                      Comment 
Acknowledging skills(AS)                 
Turns                 
Looks                 
Confirms                 
Touches                 
Sending skills (SS)                 
Greets                 
Answers                 
Questions                 
Complies                 
Encourages                 
Extends                 
Clarifies                 
Sets limits                 
Thanks                 
Concludes                 
Timing skills (TS)                 
Times response                 
Speaks fluently                 
Takes turns                 
Times duration                 
Completes                  
Coordinating skills (CS)                 
Approaches                 
Places self                 
Assumes position                 
Matches language                 
Discloses                  
Expresses emotion                 
 
 
  360 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX I 
Ethics approval letter University of Sydney Human Research Ethics Committee 
(HREC) 
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APPENDIX J 
Ethics approval letter NSW State Education Research Approval Process (SERAP) 
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APPENDIX K 
Participant Information Statement - Teacher Survey 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Page 1 of 2 
Version 2-0CL: Teacher Survey 
 
 
 
 
Faculty of Education and Social Work 
  
  ABN 15 211 513 464  
  David Evans 
 Associate Professor of Special Education 
Room 707 
Education Building A35 
The University of Sydney  
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone:   +61 2 9351 8463 
Facsimile:  +61 2 9351 2606 
Email: david.evans@sydney.edu.au 
Web: http://www.usyd.edu.au/ 
 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT 
 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities 
 
(1) What is the study about? 
 
This study will investigate social inclusion in regards to students with disabilities in schools. The study 
will examine how teachers perceive social inclusion in regards to students with Asperger Syndrome 
enrolled in mainstream schools. This study will be part of a larger project examining issues in regards 
to social inclusion and social competence.  
 
(2) Who is carrying out the study? 
 
The study is being conducted by Mrs Cathy Little and will form the basis for the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy at The University of Sydney under the supervision of Dr David Evans, Associate Professor 
of Special Education. 
 
(3) What does the study involve? 
 
This study seeks your participation by completing the attached survey. The survey seeks to examine a 
number of issues and concepts in regards to social inclusion and students with Asperger Syndrome.  
 
(4) How much time will the study take? 
 
The survey is expected to take approximately 20 to 30 minutes to complete. 
 
(5) Can I withdraw from the study? 
 
Being in this study is completely voluntary and you are not under any obligation to consent to 
complete the questionnaire/survey. Submitting a completed questionnaire/survey is an indication of 
your consent to participate in the study. You can withdraw any time prior to submitting your completed 
questionnaire/survey. Once you have submitted your questionnaire/survey anonymously, your 
responses cannot be withdrawn. 
 
(6) Will anyone else know the results? 
 
All aspects of the study, including results, will be strictly confidential and only the researchers will have 
access to information on participants except as required by law. A report of the study may be 
submitted for publication, but individual participants will not be identifiable in such a report. 
 
(7) Will the study benefit me? 
 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Page 2 of 2 
Version 2-0CL: Teacher Survey 
The study will investigate social inclusion and students with Asperger Sydnrome educated in 
mainstream classrooms. The information gathered from this phase of the study, along with other 
aspects of the study, is expected will assist teachers, schools, families and students with Asperger 
Syndrome through gaining a deeper understanding of issues involved in including these students. 
Information will also be used as part of professional learning sessions, and pre-service teacher 
education courses.  
 
(8) Can I tell other people about the study? 
 
You are welcome to tell other people about this study, and to discuss your experiences with your 
friends and colleagues. If these persons have any questions about the study we would invite them to 
contact Cathy Little (+61 2 9351 3685) 
 
(9) What if I require further information? 
 
When you have read this information, Cathy Little will discuss it with you further and answer any 
questions you may have.  If you would like to know more at any stage, please feel free to contact 
[Cathy Little, Lecturer in Special Education, +61 2 9351 3685].    
 
(10) What if I have a complaint or concerns? 
 
 
Any person with concerns or complaints about the conduct of a research study can contact the 
Deputy Manager, Human Ethics Administration, University of Sydney on +61 2 8627 8176 
(Telephone); +61 2 8627 8177 (Facsimile) or ro.humanethics@sydney.edu.au (Email). 
 
This information sheet is for you to keep 
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APPENDIX L 
Participant Information Statement - Teacher/Principal Interview 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Page 1 of 2 
Version 2-0CL: Teacher Ph2 
 
 
 
 
Faculty of Education and Social Work 
  
  ABN 15 211 513 464  
  David Evans 
 Associate Professor of Special Education 
Room 707 
Education Building A35 
The University of Sydney  
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone:   +61 2 9351 8463 
Facsimile:  +61 2 9351 2606 
Email: david.evans@sydney.edu.au 
Web: http://www.usyd.edu.au/ 
 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT 
 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities 
 
(1) What is the study about? 
 
This study will investigate social inclusion in regards to students with disabilities in schools. 
Specifically, this study will examine how teachers perceive social inclusion in regards to students with 
Asperger Syndrome enrolled in mainstream schools. This study will be part of a larger project 
examining issues in regards to social inclusion and social competence.  
 
(2) Who is carrying out the study? 
 
The study is being conducted by Mrs Cathy Little and will form the basis for the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy at The University of Sydney under the supervision of Dr David Evans, Associate Professor 
of Special Education. 
 
(3) What does the study involve? 
 
This study seeks your participation by engaging the researcher to provide a greater insight into your 
professional knowledge about catering for a student with Asperger Syndrome in the mainstream 
classroom. This will involve participating in an interview, and permitting the researcher to observe your 
classroom. A particular focus of these observations, however, will be about how the student with 
Asperger Syndrome in your classroom engages with their environment.  
 
(4) How much time will the study take? 
 
The interview is expected to take approximately 45-60minutes to complete; a series of three 
observations will be conducted each of 45 minutes. 
 
(5) Can I withdraw from the study? 
 
Being in this study is completely voluntary - you are not under any obligation to consent and - if you do 
consent - you can withdraw at any time without affecting your relationship with The University of 
Sydney. 
 
You may stop the interview at any time if you do not wish to continue, the audio recording will be 
erased and the information provided will not be included in the study.  
 
You may withdraw from the observations at any time, and any data collected will not be included in the 
study.  
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(6) Will anyone else know the results? 
 
All aspects of the study, including results, will be strictly confidential and only the researchers will have 
access to information on participants except as required by law. A report of the study may be 
submitted for publication, but individual participants will not be identifiable in such a report. 
 
(7) Will the study benefit me? 
 
The study will investigate social inclusion and students with Asperger Syndrome educated in 
mainstream classrooms. The information gathered for this section of the study, along with other 
aspects of the study, will assist teachers, schools, families of and students with Asperger Syndrome 
through gaining a deeper understanding of issues involved in including these students in mainstream 
classrooms. Information will also be used as part of professional learning sessions, and pre-service 
teacher education courses.  
 
(8) Can I tell other people about the study? 
 
You are welcome to tell other people about this study, and to discuss your experiences with your 
friends and colleagues. If these persons have any questions about the study we would invite them to 
contact Cathy Little (+61 2 9351 3685) 
 
(9) What if I require further information? 
 
When you have read this information, Cathy Little will discuss it with you further and answer any 
questions you may have.  If you would like to know more at any stage, please feel free to contact 
[Cathy Little, Lecturer in Special Education, +61 2 9351 3685].    
 
(10) What if I have a complaint or concerns? 
 
 
Any person with concerns or complaints about the conduct of a research study can contact the 
Deputy Manager, Human Ethics Administration, University of Sydney on +61 2 8627 8176 
(Telephone); +61 2 8627 8177 (Facsimile) or ro.humanethics@sydney.edu.au (Email). 
 
This information sheet is for you to keep 
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APPENDIX M 
Consent Form - Teacher/Principal 
 Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Page 1 of 2 
Version 2-0CL: Teacher/Principal 
  
 
Faculty of Education and Social Work 
  
  ABN 15 211 513 464  
  David Evans 
 Associate Professor of Special Education 
Room 707 
Education Building A35 
The University of Sydney  
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone:   +61 2 9351 8463 
Facsimile:  +61 2 9351 2606 
Email: david.evans@sydney.edu.au 
Web: http://www.usyd.edu.au/ 
 
 
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
 
I, ............................................................................., give consent to my participation in  
 [Print Name] 
the research project 
 
TITLE:  Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities 
 
In giving my consent I acknowledge that: 
 
1. The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been 
explained to me, and any questions I have about the project have been answered 
to my satisfaction. 
 
 
2. I have read the Participant Information Statement and have been given the 
opportunity to discuss the information and my involvement in the project with the 
researcher/s. 
 
 
3. I understand that I can withdraw from the study at any time, without affecting my 
relationship with the researcher(s) or the University of Sydney now or in the 
future. 
 
 
4. I understand that my involvement is strictly confidential and no information about 
me will be used in any way that reveals my identity. 
 
 
5. I understand that being in this study is completely voluntary – I am not under any 
obligation to consent. 
 
 
6. I understand that I can stop the interview at any time if I do not wish to continue, 
the audio recording will be erased and the information provided will not be 
included in the study. 
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7. I consent to: –  
 
i) Audio-taping YES ! NO ! 
ii) Receiving Feedback YES ! NO ! 
If you answered YES to the “Receiving Feedback Question (ii)”, please 
provide your details i.e. mailing address, email address. 
 
Feedback Option 
 
Address:  _______________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________ 
 
Email: _______________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
Signed:  .................................................................................................................................  
 
Name:   .................................................................................................................................  
 
Date:   .................................................................................................................................  
 
  374 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX N 
Participant Information Statement - Student 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Page 1 of 2 
Version 2-0CL: Parent 
 
 
 
 
Faculty of Education and Social Work 
  
  ABN 15 211 513 464  
  David Evans 
 Associate Professor of Special Education 
Room 707 
Education Building A35 
The University of Sydney  
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone:   +61 2 9351 8463 
Facsimile:  +61 2 9351 2606 
Email: david.evans@sydney.edu.au 
Web: http://www.usyd.edu.au/ 
 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT 
 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities 
 
(1) What is the study about? 
 
This study will investigate social inclusion in regards to students with disabilities in schools. 
Specifically, this study will examine how teachers perceive social inclusion in regards to students with 
Asperger Syndrome enrolled in mainstream schools. This study will be part of a larger project 
examining issues in regards to social inclusion and social competence.  
 
(2) Who is carrying out the study? 
 
The study is being conducted by Mrs Cathy Little and will form the basis for the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy at The University of Sydney under the supervision of Dr David Evans, Associate Professor 
of Special Education. 
 
(3) What does the study involve? 
 
The study involves teachers completing a survey examining their attitudes towards social inclusion. 
The teacher of your child has volunteered to be observed by the researchers. As part of these 
observations, your child will be observed engaging in learning activities in the classroom. 
 
(4) How much time will the study take? 
 
A series of three observations will be conducted each of 45 minutes. 
 
(5) Can I withdraw from the study? 
 
Being in this study is completely voluntary - you are not under any obligation to consent and - if you do 
consent - you can withdraw your child at any time without affecting your relationship with The 
University of Sydney. 
 
 
(6) Will anyone else know the results? 
 
All aspects of the study, including results, will be strictly confidential and only the researchers will have 
access to information on participants. A report of the study may be submitted for publication, but 
individual participants or schools will not be identifiable in such a report. 
 
(7) Will the study benefit me? 
 
The study will investigate social inclusion and students with Asperger Syndrome educated in 
mainstream classrooms. The information gathered for this section of the study, along with other 
aspects of the study, is expected to assist teachers, schools, families and students with Asperger 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Page 2 of 2 
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Syndrome through gaining a deeper understanding of issues involved in including these students in 
mainstream classrooms. Information will also be used as part of professional learning sessions, and 
pre-service teacher education courses.  
 
 
(8) Can I tell other people about the study? 
 
You are welcome to tell other people about this study, and to discuss your experiences with your 
friends and colleagues. If these persons have any questions about the study I would invite them to 
contact Cathy Little (+61 2 9351 3685). 
 
(9) What if I require further information? 
 
When you have read this information, Associate Professor David Evans, or Mrs Cathy Little, will 
discuss it with you further and answer any questions you may have.  If you would like to know more at 
any stage, please feel free to contact the Investigators: Associate Professor David [+61 2 9351 8463] 
or Mrs Cathy Little [+61 2 9351 3685].    
 
(10) What if I have a complaint or concerns? 
 
 
Any person with concerns or complaints about the conduct of a research study can contact the 
Deputy Manager, Human Ethics Administration, University of Sydney on +61 2 8627 8176 
(Telephone); +61 2 8627 8177 (Facsimile) or ro.humanethics@sydney.edu.au (Email). 
 
This information sheet is for you to keep 
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APPENDIX O 
Consent Form - Student 
 Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities  Page 1 of 1 
Version 2-0CL: Parental/Guardian 
  
 
Faculty of Education and Social Work 
  
  ABN 15 211 513 464  
  David Evans 
 Associate Professor of Special Education 
Room 707 
Education Building A35 
The University of Sydney  
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone:   +61 2 9351 8463 
Facsimile:  +61 2 9351 2606 
Email: david.evans@sydney.edu.au 
Web: http://www.usyd.edu.au/ 
 
 
PARENTAL (OR GUARDIAN) CONSENT FORM 
 
I, ........................................................ agree to permit .............………........................, who 
is  
 
aged ........................ years, to participate in the research project – 
 
TITLE:  Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities 
 
In giving my consent I acknowledge that: 
 
1. I have read the Information Statement and the time involved for my child’s 
participation in the project.  The researcher/s has given me the opportunity to 
discuss the information and ask any questions I have about the project and they 
have been answered to my satisfaction. 
 
2. I understand that I can withdraw my child from the study at any time without 
prejudice to my or my child's relationship with the researcher/s now or in the future. 
 
3. I agree that research data gathered from the results of the study may be published 
provided that neither my child nor I can be identified. 
 
4. I understand that if I have any questions relating to my child's participation in this 
research I may contact the researcher/s who will be happy to answer them. 
 
5. I acknowledge receipt of the Information Statement. 
 
 
 .......................................................  
Signature of Parent/Guardian 
 
 .......................................................  
Please PRINT name 
 
 .......................................................  
Date 
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APPENDIX P 
Teacher Attitudes Survey 
  Code:   
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Page 1 of 4 
Version 2-0: June, 2011 
 
 
 
 
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities 
 
Teacher Attitudes Survey 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this study. The purpose of this survey is to evaluate attitudes toward 
the education of students with Asperger Syndrome in mainstream education classes. Please take your time 
and answer each item in a manner that reflects your perspective. 
 
Please provide the following information about yourself (circle specific response). 
i. Gender: ! M ! F 
ii. Age: ! 22-30 ! 31-40 ! 41-50 ! 50+ 
iii. Years of teaching experience in mainstream education:        
 ! less than 5 years ! 5-10 years ! 10-15 years ! 15+ years 
iv. Years of teaching experience in special Education:        
 ! None ! less than 5 years ! 5-10 years ! 10-15 years ! 15+ years 
v. What are your teaching qualifications? 
 a) general education qualification b) special education qualification 
 ! Diploma ! Not applicable 
 ! Bachelor degree ! Bachelor degree 
 ! Graduate certificate/diploma ! Graduate certificate/diploma 
 ! Master of Teaching ! Masters degree 
 ! Master of Education ! Doctoral degree 
 ! Doctoral degree  
vi. I am currently employed as (indicate one):   
 !  Mainstream Teacher: !  Early Childhood !  Primary !   Secondary 
 !  Special Education: ! Support Class (primary) ! Support Class (secondary) 
  ! Early Intervention ! SSP 
 Other:   
vii. The school at which you currently work: enrolled students:   [approx] 
  school postcode:   
viii Schooling sector: 
 !  Government !  Catholic Education  !  Independent  
 !   Other:   
 
  
Social Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Page 2 of 4 
Version 2-0: June, 2011 
Please respond to the following statements according to the scale supplied. Circle a specific response. 
 
1. I feel that special education teachers can best meet the needs of students who require significant adjustments to 
the curriculum. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
2. I have the instructional background to teach students with Asperger Syndrome effectively. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
3. Having students with Asperger Syndrome in my classroom may hold back other students. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
4. In-class support is essential for me to successfully include students with Asperger Syndrome.  
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
5. I am concerned with educational issues and should not be expected to deal with pupils’ emotional and 
behavioural problems. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
6. The enrolment of students with Asperger Syndrome in my class has minimal effect upon my implementation 
of the class curriculum. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
7. The inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome adversely influences the learning climate of my classroom. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
8. I facilitate opportunities for enhancing social engagement for students with Asperger Syndrome in my class. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
9. Academic achievement should be the primary focus of my classroom. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
10. I am aware of instructional practices that assist me in catering to the needs of students with Asperger 
Syndrome. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
11. The social well-being of students is a key element of my class program. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
12. My knowledge of the Disability Standards for Education is limited. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
13. I am concerned I will not have the skills required to teach special education students in an inclusive setting. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
14. I am aware of the individual social needs of the students in my classroom. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
15. Funding support is not essential for me to successfully include students with Asperger Syndrome. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
16. I feel that mainstream teachers possess skills and experience needed to work with students with Asperger 
Syndrome in mainstream classrooms. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
17. I feel it is difficult to adjust instruction to meet the needs of students with Asperger Syndrome. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
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18. Professional learning is important in assisting me to promote social opportunities for students with Asperger 
Syndrome in my classroom environment. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
19. I feel my knowledge of Asperger Syndrome is limited. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
20. I am aware of the need to provide socially inclusive opportunities for students with Asperger Syndrome. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
21. The success of including students with Asperger Syndrome in my classroom is beyond my control. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
22. I feel students in my class socially reject students with Asperger Syndrome. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
23. Ongoing access to professional learning opportunities regarding the inclusion of students with Asperger 
Syndrome is essential.  
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
24. I consider the requirements of the Disability Standards for Education (2005) when planning for students with 
Asperger Syndrome. 
 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
 
25. Do you currently have a student with Asperger Syndrome enrolled in your class?  
 Yes No ...... (Go to Q27) 
26a. If yes, briefly outline what preparations you undertook prior to the arrival of this student into your classroom? 
  
  
  
26b What additional assistance did you receive prior to arrival of this student in your classroom? 
  
  
  
27. What do you believe are the three most important factors that promote positive social involvement for students 
with Asperger Syndrome in a mainstream education setting? 
  
  
  
28. Outline your responsibilities toward students with Asperger Syndrome as legislated by the Disability 
Standards for Education (2005). 
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29. What changes, if any, to your teaching will be required to effectively support a student with Asperger 
Syndrome in your classroom? 
  
  
  
30. Briefly outline how you foster / promote social engagement in your classroom. 
  
  
  
31. What supports / resources do you receive to assist in the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome into 
your class? 
  
  
  
32. What supports / resources from a school or systems level do you feel are required to assist in the inclusion of 
students with Asperger Syndrome into your regular classroom? 
  
  
  
33. What professional development or training would you see as beneficial to you in supporting your inclusion of 
students with Asperger Syndrome? 
  
  
  
34. What do you believe social inclusion is for students with Asperger Syndrome in a mainstream education 
setting? 
  
  
  
 
35. Other Comments: 
  
  
  
  
  
 
Thank you for your time.   Code (Administration use only) ________________________ 
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APPENDIX Q 
Teacher Interview Schedule 
Teacher Interview Schedule 
 
1. What do you believe inclusion is for students with disabilities in a general 
education setting? 
2. Have you taught students with Asperger Syndrome in your regular education class 
before? If yes, can you tell me about that experience? (Consider target student 
behaviours, teacher responses and knowledge, environmental supports, impact on 
other students, inclusion philosophy).  
3. Can you tell me about (target student)? 
4. Was there any consultation with you about the placement of (target student) in your 
class? Who was involved? Do you think there was a reason (target student) was 
placed in your class? 
5. What supports or resources from a school or systems level do you feel are required 
to assist in the positive inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome into your 
regular classroom? 
6. What professional development or training would you see as beneficial to you in 
supporting the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome? 
7. Describe for me your understanding of Asperger Syndrome? Would you say your 
knowledge of Asperger Syndrome is extensive/high/average/limited?  
8. What changes, if any, to your teaching would be required to effectively support a 
student with Asperger Syndrome in your classroom? 
9. Do you consider the classroom environment when planning for students with 
Asperger Syndrome? Can you give some examples? 
10. Describe what you believe social inclusion is for students with disabilities in a 
general education setting? 
11. Can you tell me how you foster/promote social inclusion in your classroom? 
12. Are you able to identify any barriers to this process of social inclusion? Do you 
have any suggestions as to how these barriers may be broken down? 
13. Can you describe what you believe are the three most important factors that 
promote positive social inclusion for students with Asperger Syndrome in a regular 
education setting? 
14. How do you support the development of social skills for the students in your class? 
Are there differences in your approach to (target student)? 
15. Who would you say are the (target student) friends? What are they friends? 
16. Can you outline for me what you understand your responsibilities toward students 
with disabilities in relation to the Disability Standards for Education 2005? 
17. How much support is given in terms of implementing the Standards in your school? 
Who provides you with this support? Do you feel it is satisfactory? If not, what 
extra assistance would be beneficial? 
18. Is there anything you would like to ask me? 
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APPENDIX R 
Student Interview Schedule 
Student Interview Schedule 
 
1. Tell me about yourself? What do you like to do? 
2. Do you get the chance to do this (favourite activity) at school? 
3. What things do you like about school? Are there things you don’t like? What are 
they? 
4. What is your favourite part of the school day? Why? 
5. Tell me about some things/activities at school that have been set up for you? 
6. Do you get to do things other kids don’t? Why do you think this is? 
7. Do you like to be involved in school/class activities? Why/why not? 
8. Who is your teacher? Can you tell me about him/her? 
9. What are some things your teacher does just for you? To help you? 
10. Do you have time to talk to your teacher? Would you like more time to talk to 
them? 
11. Does your teacher do things differently for you than your classmates? 
12. Do you like to work with others in your class (groupwork) or do you prefer to work 
by yourself? Why? 
13. What do you do at morning tea/lunch? 
14. What games do you like to play? 
15. If you don’t feel like playing on the playground, are there other things you can do? 
16. Tell me about your friends at school. How do you know they are friends? 
17. Tell me about your friends in your class? How do you know they are your friends? 
18. Who is your best friend? Why are they your best friend? 
19. Would you like more or less time with your friends at school? 
20. Do you like having friends? 
21. What are some things you like to do with your friends? 
22. What are some things you like to do by yourself? 
23. Tell me about your friends outside of school. 
24. Would you like more time by yourself at school? 
25. Have you heard of Asperger Syndrome? Do you know what it is?  
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APPENDIX S 
Principal Interview Schedule 
Principal Interview Schedule 
1. What do you believe inclusion is for students with disabilities in a general 
education setting? 
2. Can you tell me some of the ways you promote an inclusive environment within 
your school? 
3. Can you tell me about some of the difficulties you have encountered in promoting 
an inclusive culture? 
4. Can you describe for me the role families play in the inclusion process? 
5. Describe for me your understanding of Asperger Syndrome? Would you say your 
knowledge of Asperger Syndrome is extensive/high/average/limited?  
6. How would you describe your staffs understanding of Asperger Syndrome? 
7. What supports or resources from a school or systems level do you feel are required 
to assist in the positive inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome into regular 
classrooms? 
8. How many students with Asperger Syndrome would you have currently enrolled at 
your school? Are there any comments you would like to make regarding the 
enrolment procedures of students with Asperger Syndrome? 
9. What factors influence your decision for placement of students generally in 
classes? 
10. What factors influence your decision for placement of students with Asperger 
Syndrome in particular classes? What consultation occurs about the placement of 
students in a particular class? Who is involved in this consultation? 
11. What professional development or training would you see as beneficial to your 
staff in supporting the inclusion of students with Asperger Syndrome? 
12. Describe what you believe social inclusion is for students with disabilities in a 
general education setting? 
13. Can you tell me how you foster/promote social inclusion in your school? 
14. Are you able to identify any barriers to this process of social inclusion? Do you 
have any suggestions as to how these barriers may be broken down? 
15. Can you describe what you believe are the three most important factors that 
promote positive social inclusion for students with Asperger Syndrome in a regular 
education setting? 
16. Can you tell me about (target student)? 
17.  Can you tell me about their social behaviours? 
18. What involvement does (target student) family have in his/her education? 
19. What factors influence your decision for placement of (target student) in particular 
classes? What consultation occurs about the placement of (target student) in a 
particular class? Who is involved in this consultation? 
20. Can you talk about the impact his/her placement in this class has had on the other 
students in the class? 
21. Can you outline for me what you understand your responsibilities toward students 
with disabilities in relation to the Disability Standards for Education 2005? 
22. How much support is given in terms of implementing the Standards in your school? 
Who provides you with this support? Do you feel it is satisfactory? If not, what 
extra assistance would be beneficial? 
23. Is there anything you would like to ask me? 
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APPENDIX T 
Peer Group Interview Schedule 
Peer Group Interview Schedule 
1. Tell me about yourself? What do you like to do? 
2. What things do you like about your school? Are there things you don’t like? What 
are they? 
3. Do some kids get to do things you don’t? Why do you think this is? 
4. Does your teacher do things differently for other kids in your class than he/she does 
for you? Does everyone do things the same? 
5. Are there kids in your class who take up a lot of the teacher’s time? Why do you 
think this is? 
6. Does (Principal) do things differently for other students than he/she does for you? 
7. What do you do at recess/lunch? 
8. What games do you like to play? 
9. Tell me about your friends at school. How do you know they are your friends? 
10. Tell me about your friends in your class. How do you know they are friends? 
11. Are there kids in your class you wouldn’t play with? Why? 
12. You haven’t mentioned (target student). Are they someone you would play with? 
Why/why not? 
13. Tell me a little more about (target student). 
14. Finish this sentence, “A person with a disability is someone ….” 
15. Do you know anyone with a disability? How do you know them? 
16. Have you seen a movie about a person with a disability? 
17. Have you ever read about disability in a book, newspaper, or magazine? 
18. Have you ever watched a TV show that was about disability? 
19. Have you seen a person with a disability in the shops or walking on the street? 
20. Do you talk about disabilities at school? 
21. Do you talk about disabilities with your family? 
22. I want you to imagine a new student came to your school and he had a disability. 
What would you do if you saw other students making fun of him? Talking about 
him behind his back?” (Clarify sources i.e., television, read a book, exposure to a 
friend or relative, school policy, discrimination legislation)  
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APPENDIX U 
Student Observation Schedule 
Student Observation Schedule 
 
Date:                                           Time:                                              Setting:                                                         Lesson Focus: 
Student Code:                            Observer Code:                            Observation Record Number: 
 
Categories / Interval     1       2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9    10    11    12    13    14    15                                      Comment 
Acknowledging skills (AS)                 
Turns                 
Looks                 
Confirms                 
Touches                 
Sending skills (SS)                 
Greets                 
Answers                 
Questions                 
Complies                 
Encourages                 
Extends                 
Clarifies                 
Sets limits                 
Thanks                 
Concludes                 
Timing skills (TS)                 
Times response                 
Speaks fluently                 
Takes turns                 
Times duration                 
Completes                  
Coordinating skills (CS)                 
Approaches                 
Places self                 
Assumes position                 
Matches language                 
Discloses                  
Expresses emotion                 
Self talk                 
 
Categories / Interval   16       17   18    19   20   21   22   23    24   25   26   27   28   29   30                                      Comment 
Acknowledging skills(AS)                 
Turns                 
Looks                 
Confirms                 
Touches                 
Sending skills (SS)                 
Greets                 
Answers                 
Questions                 
Complies                 
Encourages                 
Extends                 
Clarifies                 
Sets limits                 
Thanks                 
Concludes                 
Timing skills (TS)                 
Times response                 
Speaks fluently                 
Takes turns                 
Times duration                 
Completes                  
Coordinating skills (CS)                 
Approaches                 
Places self                 
Assumes position                 
Matches language                 
Discloses                  
Expresses emotion                 
Self talk                 
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APPENDIX V 
Teacher Attitudes Survey Item - Total Statistics table 
Teacher Attitudes Survey Item-Total Statistics 
 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Squared Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q1TE 57.58 106.407 .209 .285 .843 
Q2TE 56.66 97.149 .582 .567 .828 
Q3AI 56.18 99.096 .540 .487 .830 
Q4TE 57.35 101.208 .371 .443 .838 
Q5AC 55.41 102.297 .494 .415 .833 
Q6AC 56.85 101.977 .385 .254 .837 
Q7AC 56.34 97.784 .595 .550 .828 
Q8SI 55.80 104.754 .404 .422 .837 
Q9AC 56.47 105.713 .187 .229 .845 
Q10TE 56.04 99.208 .570 .564 .829 
Q11SI 55.32 107.486 .249 .286 .841 
Q12AI 56.77 96.103 .577 .617 .828 
Q13AI 56.42 94.536 .662 .679 .824 
Q14SI 55.61 106.884 .232 .297 .841 
Q15AI 57.16 102.834 .309 .404 .840 
Q16TE 56.83 104.204 .267 .299 .842 
Q17AC 56.20 98.915 .599 .447 .829 
Q18SI 55.28 111.495 -.066 .384 .848 
Q19TE 56.59 95.480 .620 .567 .826 
Q20SI 55.44 106.140 .337 .390 .839 
Q21TE 55.83 101.687 .526 .378 .832 
Q22SI 56.02 106.924 .203 .233 .843 
Q23AI 55.21 110.811 -.020 .413 .848 
Q24AI 56.37 104.601 .305 .393 .840 
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APPENDIX W 
Scree plot and table of unrotated loadings from Principal Component Analysis of 
Likert response items from the Teacher Attitudes Survey 
Screeplot and table of unrotated loadings from Principal Component Analysis of 
Likert response items from the Teacher Attitudes Survey 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
Table of unrotated loadings 
 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadingsa 
Total % of Variance Cumulative 
% 
Total % of Variance Cumulative 
% 
Total 
1 5.781 24.088 24.088 5.781 24.088 24.088 5.166 
2 2.745 11.436 35.525 2.745 11.436 35.525 2.480 
3 1.614 6.724 42.249 1.614 6.724 42.249 3.791 
4 1.493 6.221 48.470 1.493 6.221 48.470 1.583 
5 1.168 4.866 53.336     
6 1.126 4.693 58.028     
7 .967 4.027 62.055     
8 .911 3.794 65.849     
9 .901 3.753 69.602     
10 .835 3.481 73.083     
11 .727 3.029 76.112     
12 .663 2.761 78.873     
13 .629 2.620 81.493     
14 .594 2.474 83.967     
15 .558 2.324 86.291     
16 .496 2.069 88.360     
17 .483 2.012 90.372     
18 .429 1.790 92.161     
19 .394 1.643 93.804     
20 .366 1.526 95.330     
21 .335 1.394 96.724     
22 .291 1.214 97.938     
23 .280 1.167 99.105     
24 .215 .895 100.000     	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APPENDIX X 
Participant responses: Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 33 
Participant responses to Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 33 
 
Response Number (n) 
Strategies 35 
Information about Asperger Syndrome 24 
Anything 10 
Behaviour 8 
Special Education training 7 
Social skills training 6 
Hands-on workshop 6 
Networking 6 
Unsure / Don’t know 4 
Professional Development 3 
Anything current 3 
Social Engagement 3 
Ongoing training and development 3 
Legislation 3 
Positive Partnerships 3 
Technology 2 
Literacy & Numeracy 1 
Resources 1 
All 1 
Adapting Lessons 1 
Planning 1 
Conferences 1 
Social Stories training 1 
NCI Training 1 
Whatever is needed 1 
Understand evidence 1 
Inclusive Education  1 
Access to research 1 
Communication Skills 1 
As much as possible 1 	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APPENDIX Y 
Participant responses: Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 27 
Participant responses to Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 27 
 
Response Number (n) 
Inclusion 28 
Social skills development/training  27 
Routine/structure 23 
Explicit teaching 19 
Support 14 
Acceptance by teacher and peers 12 
Educate peers 12 
Knowledge of student 10 
Professional learning 9 
Group work 8 
Teacher attitudes 7 
Environment  7 
Reactions to change 6 
Teacher knowledge 5 
Curriculum differentiation 5 
Shared understanding of difference 4 
Develop strong relationship 4 
Tolerance 4 
Behaviour 4 
Opportunity 4 
Visuals 4 
Peer support 4 
Education 3 
Communication 3 
Consistency 3 
Student interests 3 
Positive reinforcement 2 
Right teacher 2 
Hands on learning 2 
Open communication 2 
Equality 2 
Staff training 2 
Understanding 2 
Playground support 2 
Modelling 2 
Valued 2 
Equality 2 
Encouragement 2 
Social interactions 2 
Relationship with peers 2 
Appropriate work 2 
Individual plans 2 
Teacher’s Aide 2 
Planning 2 
Relationship building 1 
Positive attitude 1 
Collaboration  1 
Peer tutoring 1 
Adjustments & accommodations 1 
Visual rewards 1 
Teachers response 1 
Class size 1 
Make-up of peers 1 
Student/parent education  1 
Calm manner 1 
Student attitudes 1 
Peer attitudes 1 
Parent involvement 1 
Practice 1 
Awareness 1 
Access to all 1 
Equal opportunity 1 
Mental health considerations 1 
Recognition of diversity 1 
Structure 1 
Interest 1 
Respect 1 
Sharing 1 
Flexibility 1 
Ability to stay calm 1 
Funding 1 
Funding for SLSO 1 
Treat all the same 1 
Flexibility 1 
Patience 1 
Adjust expectations 1 
Friendship groups 1 
Class 1 
Skills of teacher 1 
Psychological intervention 1 
Home/school liaison 1 
Whole school attitudes 1 
Participation 1 
Boundaries 1 
Anger/stress management 1 
Buddies 1 
Preparation for transition 1 
Academic support 1 
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APPENDIX Z 
Participant responses: Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 30 
Participant responses to Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 30 
 
Response Number (n) 
Groupwork 42 
Model acceptance 17 
Peer support/mentoring/buddy  16 
Structured play 15 
Circles (build relationships) 14 
Explicit teaching of social skills 13 
Fun activities 9 
Social skills program 8 
Safe environment 8 
Respect 7 
Social stories 6 
Role plays 6 
Visuals 5 
Value difference 5 
Positive reinforcement 5 
Class discussions  4 
PBL programs 3 
Clear expectations 3 
Open communication 3 
Restorative justice 3 
Value each student 2 
Bounce back program 2 
Zero tolerance 2 
Rewards 2 
Praise 2 
Encourage cooperation  1 
Positive environment 1 
Encourage discussion  1 
Mentor  1 
Positive discipline 1 
Monitor playground 1 
Community access 1 
Stories 1 
Encourage risk taking 1 
Equal working relationship 1 
Team building exercises 1 
Music, singing 1 
Welcoming all students 1 
Compassion 1 
Focus on student interests 1 
Boost self confidence 1 
Common interests 1 
Responsibility for actions 1 
Social projects 1 
Greeting 1 
Inclusivity 1 
Programming 1 
Inclusive language 1 
Promote friendliness 1 
Goal setting 1 
Provide opportunities 1 
Playgroup 1 
 
  408 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX AA 
Participant responses: Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 34 
Participant responses to Teacher Attitudes Survey Item 34 
 
Response Number (n) 
Included in all ways  17 
Acceptance 12 
Sense of belonging 8 
Opportunity to be with other students  7 
Valued member of community 6 
Equal access and participation 5 
Accepting of difference 5 
Positive learning experiences 4 
Meaningful interaction/engagement 3 
Equally valued/treated same 3 
Same 3 
Comfortable 3 
Acceptable interactions and behaviour 2 
Ability to function independently & cooperatively 2 
Part of class & school community 2 
Getting along with others appropriately 2 
Essential 1 
Tokenistic in practice 1 
Relationship building 1 
Timetable for them 1 
Education of staff 1 
Proactive and positive inclusion 1 
Promote understanding of autism in community 1 
Much more difficult 1 
Bullying 1 
Tolerance 1 
Part of mainstream playground 1 
Place to withdraw when necessary 1 
Happily participate in lessons 1 
Medicated now can engage socially 1 
Inclusion in stage appropriate settings 1 
Individual program 1 
Access to peer/staff support 1 
Meaningful peer relationships 1 
Modelling acceptable behaviours 1 
Successful participation in classroom 1 
Don’t stand out as being different 1 
Communicate effectively with peers 1 
Attend local school  1 
Feeling comfortable 1 
Social 1 
Assisted to function optimally 1 
Blend in a variety of settings  1 
Allowing students to learn the same content 1 
Other students willing to accept them 1 
Implementing best practice 1 
Feeling safe to have a go 1 
Participation 1 
Develop relationships 1 
Success 1 
Get along with other students 1 
Support to engage 1 
Function successfully 1 
Complete member of the class 1 
Safe environment 1 
Function in a variety of settings 1 
Staff understanding 1 
Calm, routine based 1 
 
  411 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX BB 
Open codes: Teacher key player group 
Open	  codes	  for	  the	  Teacher	  ‘key	  player	  group	  
	  Inclusion	  as	  placement	  only	  –	  1,1,	  Inclusion	  in	  educational	  program	  –	  1,1,	  Include	  in	  everything	  –	  11,,1,1,1,	  Previous	  teaching	  experiences/exposure	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Characteristics	  of	  Asperger	  Syndrome-­‐	  routine,	  structure,	  “They	  have	  to	  know	  what’s	  going	  on”,	  predictability	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Characteristics	  of	  autism	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Resources	  -­‐1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Strategies	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Visual	  supports	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Value	  of	  learned	  others	  –	  1,1,	  1,1,1,	  Depersonalise	  student-­‐	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  “	  social	  aspects”	  –	  1,1,1,1	  Personal	  judgements/egocentric	  ownership	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Professional	  judgements	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Fixations	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Friendship	  difficulties	  –	  1,1,	  	  Students	  sensory	  issues	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  “Bullying”	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Pitying	  (help	  these	  children)	  –	  1,	  1,1,1,1,	  Comparison	  b/w	  students	  with	  AS	  diagnosis	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Comparison	  with	  regular	  students	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Universal	  design	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Classroom	  supports	  –	  TAS	  (magic	  wand	  effect??)-­‐	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Student	  Behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Teacher	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Parental	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,	  Stability	  of	  support	  –	  1,	  	  Impact	  of	  student	  in	  class	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Relationships	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,,	  Academic	  outcomes	  –	  1,1,	  On-­‐task	  support	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Aspects	  of	  individual	  student	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Environmental	  impacts	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Placement	  decisions	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Higher	  order	  decision-­‐making	  processes	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Supports	  for	  inclusion	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Individuality	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  
“One-­‐on-­‐one	  support”	  –	  1	  AS	  due	  to	  chemical	  imbalance	  –	  1,1,	  Lack	  of	  confidence	  in	  own	  understanding	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Autism	  as	  continuum	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Difference	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,11,1,1,1,1,	  Attribution	  of	  behaviour	  to	  external	  source	  (medication)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Supports	  for	  teaching	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Professional	  knowledge	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Equity	  –	  1,1,	  Shared	  responsibility	  –	  1,	  	  Social	  inclusion	  as	  playground	  activity	  –	  1,1,	  Flexibility	  –	  1,1,1,	  Collaboration	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Social	  skills	  programs/instruction	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Barriers	  to	  social	  inclusion	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Impact	  of	  peers	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Professional	  learning	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Influences	  on	  social	  inclusion	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Requests	  for	  assistance	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Long	  term	  awareness	  –	  1,	  PD	  for	  peers	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Personal	  teaching	  history	  –	  1,1,1,	  Qualifications	  –	  1,1,1,	  Teacher	  as	  diagnostician	  –	  1,1,1,	  Enjoyable	  activity	  –	  1,1,1,	  “Interesting”	  –	  1,1,	  Laugh	  (nerves)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Laugh	  (humour)	  –	  1,1,	  Laugh	  (negative	  affect)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Peers	  escalate	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,	  Labelling	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Self-­‐determination	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Gender	  difference	  in	  peer	  response	  –	  1,1,1,	  Exclusion	  –	  1,	  Special	  programs	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Student	  engagement	  –	  1,1,	  “Team	  teaching”	  –	  1,	  Historical	  reference	  –	  1,1,	  AS	  as	  “type	  of	  autism”	  –	  1,	  Personal	  justification	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Consequences	  /rules	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Accountability	  to	  students	  –	  1,1,	  Friendships	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Absence	  of	  friends	  –	  1,1,1,	  
Peer	  rejection	  –	  1,	  Rewards	  –	  1,1,	  Expectations	  –	  1,1,	  Acceptance	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Uniqueness	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Student	  as	  barrier	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Theory	  of	  mind	  –	  1,1,	  “Understanding”	  –	  1,	  “Funding”	  –	  1,1,1,	  Role	  in	  school	  –	  1,1,	  Family	  factors	  –	  1,1,1,	  Student’s	  history	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Violent	  behaviours	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Student	  as	  isolate	  –	  1,	  Joint	  decision-­‐making	  –	  1,	  	  “Different	  curriculum”	  –	  1,	  Selective	  academic	  skills	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Included	  by	  peers	  in	  group	  work	  –	  1,1,	  Systemic	  resources	  –	  1,	  Melting	  pot	  of	  disability	  in	  one	  class	  –	  1,	  “Management”	  –	  1,1,1,	  Shared	  responsibility	  –	  1,	  Professional	  knowledge	  self	  initiated	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Presence	  of	  splinter	  skills	  –	  1,	  “Accommodations”	  –	  1,	  Social	  inclusion	  as	  acceptance	  –	  1,1,1,	  Systemic	  barriers	  –	  1,1,1,	  Inclusion	  philosophy	  –	  1,	  Outcomes	  based	  education-­‐	  1,	  Social	  integration	  –	  1,	  Inclusion	  depends	  on	  child	  –	  1,	  “Fits	  in”	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  “Socially	  sensitive”	  –	  1,	  “Withdrawn”	  –	  1,1,	  Learning	  issues	  –	  1,	  Vulnerability	  –	  1,	  Self	  reporting	  –	  1,	  Provision	  of	  social	  opportunities	  –	  1,	  Inclusion	  is	  making	  students	  feel	  like	  everyone	  else	  –	  1,1,	  	  Removal	  as	  a	  result	  of	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,	  Acknowledgement	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Change	  affects	  behaviour	  –	  1,	  “Updates	  on	  new	  research”	  –	  1,1,	  AS	  is	  a	  “Social	  thing”	  –	  1,	  SI	  as	  participation	  –	  1,	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APPENDIX CC 
Open codes: Student key player group 
Open	  codes	  for	  the	  Student	  ‘key	  player’	  group	  
	  Self-­‐identification	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Self	  report	  dislikes	  –	  1,1,	  Self	  report	  likes	  –	  1,	  Coping	  strategies	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Target	  student	  interests	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Elaboration	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Amusement	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Family	  factors	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Off	  topic	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Perseveration	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Can	  engage	  in	  interests	  at	  school	  –	  1,1,	  Self	  reports	  sensory	  likes	  –	  1,1,	  Self	  reports	  sensory	  dislikes	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Likes	  at	  school	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Dislikes	  about	  school	  –	  1,1,1,	  Self	  reports	  emotions	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Self	  reports	  anger/violence	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Correction	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Egocentric	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Personal	  judgement	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Contradictory	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Don’t	  know/unsure	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Positive	  report	  of	  teacher	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Negative	  report	  of	  teacher	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Can	  talk	  with	  teacher	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Strategies	  for	  emotional	  regulation	  –	  1,1,1,	  Bullying	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Bully	  as	  ‘friend’	  –	  1,1,	  Justification	  for	  peer	  behaviour	  –	  1,	  Justification	  for	  own	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Prefers	  to	  work	  with	  others	  –	  1,1,	  Prefers	  to	  be	  alone	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Recess/lunch	  activities	  –	  group	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Recess/lunch	  activities	  –	  solitary	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Identification	  of	  friends	  (unprompted)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Identification	  of	  friends	  (prompted)	  –	  1,	  Observer	  rather	  than	  participant	  in	  games	  –	  1,1,	  
Agreement	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Disagreement	  –	  1,	  Take	  on	  role	  of	  teacher	  –	  1,1,	  “I	  have	  lots	  of	  best	  friends”	  –	  1,1,1,	  Qualities	  of	  a	  friend	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Friends	  outside	  of	  school	  –	  1,1,1,	  Student	  self	  reports	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Medication	  as	  justification	  –	  1,	  Questioning	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Processing	  lag	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Explanation	  –	  1,	  Computers	  preferred	  activity	  –	  1,	  Sees	  self	  as	  helper	  –	  1,	  Dislikes	  boy	  stuff	  –	  1,	  Prefers	  indoor	  activities	  –	  1,	  Fairness/equity	  –	  1,1,	  Refers	  to	  previous	  schooling	  experiences	  –	  1,1,1,	  Rules	  /consequences	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Reciprocal	  friendship	  –	  1,1,	  “conditional	  “	  friendship	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Friendship	  over	  time	  –	  1,1,	  Self	  reports	  no	  friends	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  “Nice	  people”	  rather	  than	  friends	  –	  1,1,1,	  Likes	  having	  friends	  –	  1,	  No	  professional	  knowledge	  of	  AS	  –	  1,	  Disability	  =	  virus	  –	  1,	  Factual	  statement	  to	  respond	  to	  question	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Self-­‐discloses	  as	  having	  disability	  –	  1,1,	  Avoidance	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Identifies	  self	  through	  disorder	  –	  1,1,	  Knows	  acronyms	  but	  not	  what	  they	  stand	  for	  –	  1,	  Blames	  combination	  of	  disorders	  for	  heightened	  anger	  –	  1,	  Compares	  self	  to	  others	  with	  AS	  or	  ADHD	  –	  1,	  Likes	  to	  be	  powerful	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Self	  identity	  –	  1,1,1,	  Enemies	  –	  1,1,	  Talks	  about	  specific	  interest	  –	  1,1,1,	  Self	  as	  part	  of	  the	  game	  –	  1,	  Expression	  of	  violent	  behaviour	  (game)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Expression	  of	  violent	  behaviour	  (self)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Sarcasm	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Family	  described	  by	  their	  game	  playing	  ability	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Negative	  factors	  about	  teachers	  –	  1,	  
“Likes”	  to	  avoid	  school	  –	  1,	  Self	  reports	  weaknesses	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Specific	  dislikes	  –	  1,	  No	  opportunity	  to	  engage	  in	  interest	  at	  school	  –	  1,1,	  Comparison	  to	  peers	  –	  1,1,	  Violent	  behaviour	  as	  revenge	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  “Anger	  bar”	  –	  1,1,1,	  Self	  dislikes	  –	  1,1,	  Comparisons	  between	  teachers	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Impact	  of	  peers	  on	  teacher/student	  time	  –	  1,1,	  Negative	  perceptions	  of	  group	  work	  –	  1,	  Blaming	  others	  –	  1,	  “Behaviour	  playground”	  –	  1,	  Moral	  judgement	  –	  1,1,	  “Half	  a	  friend”	  –	  1,1,	  Friends	  a	  lot	  younger	  in	  age	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Peers	  as	  triggers	  to	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Identification	  of	  “best	  friend”	  –	  1,	  Target	  student	  as	  expert	  other	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Future	  goals	  –	  1,1,1,	  Construct	  of	  imagination	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Retelling	  a	  story/description	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Theory	  of	  mind	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Emotional	  VS	  physical	  pain	  –	  1,1,	  Helplessness	  –	  1,	  Self	  reports	  as	  smarter	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Teacher	  as	  “helper”	  –	  1,1,	  Sits	  near	  friends	  in	  class	  –	  1,	  Plays	  school	  sport	  –	  1,	  Wants	  to	  share	  friends	  interests	  –	  1,	  Self-­‐determination	  –	  1,1,	  Playground	  issues	  –	  1,1,	  Dismissive	  –	  1,1,	  Knows	  he	  has	  AS	  –	  1,1,1,	  Difficulties	  caused	  by	  AS	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Recognises	  friends	  as	  support	  –	  1,	  Reports	  different	  academic	  work/treatment	  to	  peers	  –	  1,1,	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APPENDIX DD 
Open codes: Principal key player group 
Open	  codes	  for	  the	  Principal	  ‘key	  player’	  group	  	  Role	  in	  school	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Inclusion	  as	  hard	  work	  –	  1,	  Qualifications	  –	  1,1,	  Inclusion	  relies	  on	  teacher	  delivery	  –	  1,	  Inclusion	  =	  involvement	  in	  mainstream	  -­‐1,1,	  Inclusion	  considers	  individual	  needs	  –	  1,1,	  School	  promotes	  inclusion	  –	  1,1,1,	  Inclusion	  in	  all	  aspects	  of	  school	  –	  1,1,	  Inclusion	  is	  the	  facilitation	  of	  participation	  –	  1,	  Inclusion	  is	  something	  you	  ‘feel’	  –	  1,	  Whole	  school	  responsibility	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Identification	  –	  1,	  Personal	  judgement	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Enrolment	  factors–	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Parental/family	  factors	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Families	  have	  a	  voice	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  +ve	  family	  involvement	  –	  1,	  PD	  for	  families	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Support	  for	  families	  –	  1,1,1,	  Placement	  is	  Principals	  decision	  –	  1,	  Placement	  factors	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1(Teacher	  consultation	  +	  1),1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Assessment	  –	  1,1,1,	  Skills	  of	  teachers	  –	  1,1,1,	  Documentation	  –	  1,1,1,	  Professional	  knowledge	  self	  initiated	  –	  1,1,	  Professional	  knowledge	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Child	  identified	  by	  their	  disability	  –	  1,	  Principal	  as	  “savior”	  –	  all	  knowing,	  all	  seeing,	  “power	  holder”,	  expert,	  decision	  maker	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Recognising	  individual	  needs	  of	  students	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Flexibility	  –	  1,1,	  Staff	  as	  barrier	  to	  inclusion	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Professional	  knowledge	  of	  staff	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Inclusion	  as	  a	  competition	  (win,	  lose,	  fight)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Dichotomy	  b/w	  Principal	  V	  staff	  (flexible	  v	  inflexible,	  can	  lose	  v	  can’t	  lose)	  –	  1,1,	  Lack	  of	  time	  as	  a	  barrier	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Time	  as	  a	  resource	  –	  1,1,1,	  Expert	  other	  as	  support,	  problem	  solver	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Professional	  development	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1(online),1,1(financial	  cost),	  Reactive	  processes	  –	  1,1,1,	  
Limited	  integration	  funding	  	  (TA)	  support	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Labelling	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Parental	  satisfaction	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Home	  school	  relationships	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  “Unrealistic	  expectations”	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Aspects	  of	  AS	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Professional	  judgement	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  1,1,1,1,	  AS	  as	  disease	  –	  1,	  Depersonalise	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Comparison	  to	  typically	  developing	  peers	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Comparison	  to	  other	  students	  with	  AS	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Shared	  planning	  –	  1,	  Mending	  relationships	  –	  1,	  Impact	  of	  included	  student	  on	  rest	  of	  class	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Lack	  of	  resources	  –	  1,1,1,	  1,1,1,	  Escalations	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  time	  –	  1,1,1,	  DEC	  –	  Ivory	  Tower	  –	  Systemic	  blinkering	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Visual	  timetables	  –	  1,1,	  Strategies	  –	  1,1,	  External	  locus	  of	  control	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Disability	  weighting	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Impact	  of	  included	  student	  on	  staff	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Collaboration	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Support	  =	  “never	  ending	  money	  pit”	  –	  1,1,1,	  Theory	  VS	  practice	  –	  1,1,1,	  Links	  to	  previous	  teaching	  experience	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Changing	  teacher	  priorities/attitudes	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Education	  as	  a	  right	  –	  1,1,	  +ve	  factors	  for	  social	  inclusion	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Exclusion	  –	  1,1,1,	  Derogatory	  –	  1,	  Describing	  student	  by	  physical	  appearance	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Describing	  student	  by	  their	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Describing	  student	  interests	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Describing	  student	  by	  their	  abilities	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Describing	  student	  by	  AS	  traits	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Sensory	  issues	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Special	  class	  –	  1,1,1,	  Students	  social	  behaviours	  –	  1,1,	  Fixations	  –	  1,1,	  Theory	  of	  Mind	  –	  1,1,	  Self-­‐deprecating	  –	  1,1	  	  Personal	  background	  –	  1,1,1,	  
Suffocate	  one	  particular	  friend	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  School	  open	  to	  visitors	  –	  1,	  Positive	  teacher	  qualities	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  School-­‐based	  supports	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Huge	  need	  for	  special	  classes	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Range	  of	  student	  needs	  in	  school	  community	  –	  1,	  Part	  of	  spectrum	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  “Experience/exposure	  leads	  to	  understanding”	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Student	  centred	  teaching	  –	  1,	  Geographic	  barriers	  to	  support	  –	  1,1,1,	  Increase	  in	  prevalence	  of	  AS	  –	  1,1,1,	  Increase	  counselling	  time	  –	  1,1,	  Hearsay	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Student	  as	  barrier	  to	  social	  inclusion	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  “Social	  awkwardness”	  –	  1,	  Schools	  “generate	  social	  opportunities”	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Student	  coping	  mechanisms	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  1	  on	  1	  support	  –	  1,1,1,	  Pitying	  –	  1,1,	  “Mainstream”	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  A	  lot	  of	  students	  with	  AS	  enrolled	  –	  1,1,	  Support	  for	  students	  only	  if	  needed	  –	  1,1,	  Support	  classes	  from	  establishment	  made	  inclusion	  easier	  –	  1,	  Diagnosis	  only	  when	  child	  enters	  school	  –	  1,1,1,	  Management	  –	  1,1,1,	  Social	  inclusion	  =	  participation	  –	  1,	  “Constructive	  Playground”	  –	  1,1,	  Barriers	  to	  social	  inclusion	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Teach	  coping	  strategies	  to	  AS	  student	  –	  1,1,1,	  Friendships	  –	  1,	  Peers	  as	  support	  -­‐1,	  Opportunities	  for	  interaction	  with	  mainstream	  peers,	  activities	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Visuals	  –	  1,	  Support	  Unit	  promotes	  inclusion	  –	  1,	  Cost	  as	  a	  barrier	  to	  inclusion	  –	  1,	  Liability	  –	  1,1,1,	  Family	  expectations	  as	  barrier	  –	  1,	  Financial	  costs	  of	  inclusion	  as	  barrier	  –	  1,	  Parents	  as	  barrier	  to	  inclusion	  –	  1,	  Accommodations	  –	  1,	  Early	  Intervention	  –	  1,1,1,	  Social	  inclusion	  is	  to	  be	  part	  of	  and	  accepted	  by	  peers	  –	  1,	  Social	  skills	  instruction	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Medication	  –	  1,1,1,	  Higher	  order	  decision	  making	  –	  1,	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APPENDIX EE 
Open codes: Peer Group key player group 
Open	  codes	  for	  the	  Peer	  Group	  ‘key	  player’	  group	  
	  Demographic	  information	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Peer	  interests	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Negative	  factors	  about	  school	  -­‐1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Positive	  factors	  about	  school	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1	  Friends	  as	  positive	  factor	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1	  Echoing	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Agreement	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Special	  privileges	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Peer	  identification	  of	  students	  who	  get	  extra	  assistance	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Peer	  identification	  of	  target	  student	  as	  receiving	  different	  treatment	  from	  teacher	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Peer	  identification	  of	  target	  student	  as	  receiving	  extra	  time	  from	  teacher	  –	  1,1,1,	  Examples	  of	  different	  treatment	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Inequality	  of	  teacher	  time	  –	  1,	  Recess/lunch	  activities	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Helping	  others	  –	  1,1,1,	  Identification	  of	  friends	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Peer	  identification	  of	  target	  student	  as	  friend	  (unprompted)	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Peer	  identification	  of	  target	  student	  as	  friend	  (prompted)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Peer	  identification	  that	  they	  wouldn’t	  play	  with	  target	  student	  –	  1,	  Friendship	  qualities	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Bullying	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Gender	  friendship	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Peers	  describe	  target	  student	  by	  medication	  –	  1,	  Peers	  describe	  target	  student	  by	  disability	  –	  1,1,	  Peers	  describe	  target	  student	  by	  academic	  ability	  –	  1,	  Peers	  perceptions	  of	  target	  student	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Sensory	  issues	  –	  1,	  Peers	  perceptions	  of	  target	  student	  emotions	  –	  1,1,1,	  Peers	  perceptions	  of	  target	  student	  qualities	  –	  1,	  Personal	  judgement	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  “What’s	  disability?”	  –	  1,	  Disability	  as	  visible	  (wheelchair,	  physical)	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Disability	  as	  needing	  help	  –	  1,1,1,	  Disability	  as	  transient	  –	  1,	  Disability	  =	  deficit	  –	  1,1,	  Disability	  as	  excuse	  –	  1,	  Examples	  of	  disabilities	  –	  1,1,	  Disability	  as	  a	  disease	  –	  1,	  Disability	  is	  “funny”	  –	  1,1,1,	  Disability	  =	  “special	  needs”	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Disability	  =	  anger	  management	  issues	  –	  1,	  
Previous	  exposure	  to	  person	  with	  disability	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Previous	  exposure	  to	  person	  with	  disability	  through	  film,	  television,	  text,	  community–	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Supports	  for	  persons	  with	  a	  disability	  (Guide	  dog)	  –	  1,	  Absence	  of	  learning	  about	  disability	  in	  school	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Talk	  with	  family	  about	  disability	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,	  Sympathy	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  “Odd	  one	  out”	  –	  1,	  Anti-­‐discrimination	  -­‐1,1,1,1,1,	  External	  actions	  to	  help	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Self-­‐empowerment	  –	  1,1,	  Peer	  labeling	  of	  target	  student	  –	  1,1,	  Participatory	  statement	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Unsure	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Negative	  comment	  about	  target	  student	  –	  1,1,1,1,	  Rules/consequences/rewards	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Difference	  –	  1,1,1,	  Equality/advocacy	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Comparison	  to	  typical	  peers	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Professional	  knowledge	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Previous	  schooling	  experience	  –	  1,	  Professional	  development	  for	  peers	  –	  1,	  Relationship	  with	  peers	  –	  1,1,	  Resentment	  at	  lack	  of	  teacher	  time	  for	  peers	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Role	  of	  Principal	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Personal	  experience	  with	  disability–	  1,1,	  Changing	  nature	  of	  friendships	  –	  1,1,	  Contingent	  friendships	  	  Unconditional	  friendship	  –	  1,1,1,	  Don’t	  share	  same	  interests	  –	  1,	  Parental	  influences	  preventing	  friendship	  –	  1,	  Justification	  of	  student	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,	  	  “Big	  group	  of	  friends”	  –	  1,1,1,	  Positive	  qualities	  of	  target	  student	  –	  1,1,	  Target	  student	  physically	  hurts	  peers	  –	  1,1,	  Target	  student	  self-­‐discloses	  behaviour	  –	  1,	  Strategies	  for	  dealing	  with	  peer	  anger	  –	  1,1,1,1,1,1,	  Adult	  support	  for	  peers	  –	  1,	  Hearsay	  –	  1,	  “Social	  justice”	  –	  1,	  Impact	  on	  rest	  of	  class	  –	  1,	  Negative	  teacher	  behaviour	  –	  1,1,	  Peer	  identification	  of	  student	  as	  negative	  teacher	  focus	  –	  1,	  Segregated	  environment	  –	  1,	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APPENDIX FF 
Student key player categories and codes 
Student ‘key player’ categories and codes 
 
Aspects of Asperger Syndrome: elaboration, off topic, perseveration, egocentric, factual 
statement to respond to question, theory of mind, dismissive 
Behaviour: Self reports anger/violence, justification for own behaviour, rules 
/consequences, blames combination of disorders for heightened anger, expression of 
violent behaviour,  (game), expression of violent behaviour (self), violent behaviour as 
revenge, “behaviour playground” 
Classroom: negative perceptions of group work 
Disability: disability = virus, knows acronyms but not what they stand for 
Emotions: self reports emotions, strategies for emotional regulation, blaming others, 
construct of imagination, emotional VS physical pain, helplessness 
Family: family factors, family described by their game playing ability 
Friendship: bullying, bully as ‘friend’, identification of friends (unprompted), 
identification of friends (prompted), “I have lots of best friends”, qualities of a friend, 
friends outside of school, reciprocal friendship, “conditional “ friendship, friendship over 
time, “nice people” rather than friends, likes having friends, “half a friend”, friends a lot 
younger in age, identification of “best friend”, sits near friends in class, wants to share 
friends interests, recognises friends as support 
Interests: target student interests, can engage in interests at school, computers preferred 
activity, prefers indoor activities, talks about specific interest, no opportunity to engage in 
interest at school, retelling a story/description 
Interview behaviours: correction, contradictory, don’t know/unsure, agreement, 
disagreement, questioning, processing lag, avoidance, sarcasm 
Knowledge of Asperger Syndrome: no professional knowledge of Asperger Syndrome,  
Peers: justification for peer behaviour, comparison to peers, impact of peers on 
teacher/student time, peers as triggers to behaviour 
Personal: personal judgement, identifies self through disorder, expert other, future goals 
Previous experiences: previous schooling experiences 
Relationships: observer rather than participant in games,  
School: likes at school, dislikes at school, recess/lunch activities – group, recess/lunch 
activities – solitary, “likes” to avoid school, plays school sport, playground issues 
Self identity: self-identification, self report dislikes, self report likes, amusement, self 
reports sensory likes, self reports sensory dislikes, self reports behaviour, sees self as 
helper, self reports no friends, self-discloses as having disability, self identity, specific 
dislikes, self-determination, knows he has Asperger Syndrome, compares self to others 
with Asperger Syndrome or ADHD, reports different academic work/treatment to peers 
Social aspects: prefers to be alone 
Social Justice: fairness/equity, moral judgement 
Student: prefers to work with others, medication as justification 
Survival: coping strategies, likes to be powerful, enemies, self-reports weaknesses, “anger 
bar” 
Teacher: positive report of teacher, negative report of teacher, can talk with teacher, take 
on role of teacher, negative factors about teachers, comparisons between teachers, teacher 
as “helper” 	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APPENDIX GG 
Principal key player categories and codes 
Principal ‘key player’ categories and codes	  	  
Attitudes: labelling, depersonalise, mending relationships, support = “never ending money 
pit”, derogatory, hearsay, pitying 
Behaviour: escalations due to lack of time, management 
Enrolment: enrolment factors, placement factors, assessment, special class, huge need for 
special classes, “mainstream”, a lot of students with AS enrolled, diagnosis only when 
child enters school, early intervention 
Family: parental/family factors, families have a voice, positive family involvement, 
support for families, parental satisfaction, home school relationships, family expectations 
as barrier, parents as barrier to inclusion 
Inclusion: hard work, relies on teacher delivery, inclusion = involvement in mainstream, 
inclusion considers individual needs, school promotes inclusion, inclusion in all aspects of 
school, inclusion is the facilitation of participation, inclusion is something you ‘feel’, 
whole school responsibility, staff as barrier to inclusion, inclusion as a competition (win, 
lose, fight), impact of included student on staff, exclusion, support classes from 
establishment made inclusion easier, opportunities for interaction with mainstream peers, 
activities, support unit promotes inclusion, cost as a barrier to inclusion, financial costs of 
inclusion as barrier, impact of included student on rest of class 
Instruction: strategies, visual timetables, student centred teaching, visuals, 
accommodations 
Knowledge of Asperger Syndrome: aspects of Asperger Syndrome, Asperger Syndrome 
as disease, comparison to typically developing peers, comparison to other students with 
AS, sensory issues, fixations, theory of mind, part of spectrum, “experience/exposure leads 
to understanding”, increase in prevalence of Asperger Syndrome, 
Personal: personal judgement, “unrealistic expectations”, links to previous teaching 
experience, changing teacher priorities/attitudes, self-deprecating, personal background 
Power holder: placement is Principals decision, Principal as “savior” – all knowing, all 
seeing, “power holder”, expert, decision maker, dichotomy between Principal and staff 
Processes: documentation, flexibility, reactive processes, shared planning, collaboration, 
theory VS practice, liability 
Professional: role in school, qualifications, professional knowledge self initiated, 
professional knowledge, professional knowledge of staff, professional development, 
professional judgement, school open to visitors 
Resources: time as a resource, lack of resources, increase counselling time 
Social factors: “social awkwardness”, schools “generate social opportunities”, social skills 
instruction, suffocates one particular friend, friendships 
Social inclusion: lack of time as a barrier, positive factors for social inclusion, students 
social behaviours, student as barrier to social inclusion, social inclusion = participation, 
“constructive playground”, barriers to social inclusion, social inclusion is to be part of and 
accepted by peers 
Social justice: education as a right 
Student: identification, student identified by their disability, describing student by 
physical appearance, describing student by their behaviour, describing student interests, 
describing student by their abilities, describing student by AS traits, student coping 
mechanisms, teach coping strategies to AS student, medication, recognising individual 
needs of students 
Support: expert other as support, problem solver, limited integration funding  (TA) 
support, school-based supports, geographic barriers to support, 1 on 1 support, support for 
students only if needed, peers as support 
Systemic blinkering: DEC – Ivory Tower – Systemic blinkering, external locus of control, 
disability weighting, higher order decision making 
Teacher: skills of teachers, positive teacher qualities 
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APPENDIX HH 
Peer Group key player categories and codes 
Peer Group ‘key player’ categories and codes	  	  
Aspects of Asperger Syndrome: sensory issues, comparison to typical peers 
Behaviour: peers perceptions of target student behaviour, justification of student 
behaviour, target student physically hurts peers, target student self-discloses behaviour 
Classroom: resentment at lack of teacher time for peers, impact on rest of class, 
segregated environment 
Different treatment: special privileges, peer identification of students who get extra 
assistance, identification of target student as receiving different treatment from teacher, 
identification of target student as receiving extra time from teacher, examples of different 
treatment, difference,  
Disability: disability as visible, disability as needing help, disability as transient, disability 
= deficit, disability as excuse, examples of disabilities, disability is “funny”, disability = 
“special needs”, disability = anger management issues, previous exposure to person with 
disability, exposure through film, television, text, community, supports for persons with a 
disability, absence of learning about disability in school, talk with family about disability, 
personal experience with disability 
Friendships: friends as positive factor, helping others, identification of friends, 
identification of target student as friend (unprompted), identification of target student as 
friend (prompted), friendship qualities, gender friendship, changing nature of friendships, 
contingent friendships, unconditional friendship, parental influences preventing friendship, 
“big group of friends” 
Knowledge: professional knowledge, professional development for peers,  
Peers: peer interests, self-empowerment, previous schooling experience, relationship with 
peers, strategies for dealing with peer anger, adult support for peers,  
Personal: demographic, personal judgement,  
Principal: role of Principal,  
Interview behaviours: echoing, agreement, participatory statement, unsure, hearsay 
Social Justice: anti-discrimination, external actions to help, equality/advocacy, social 
justice 
Social factors: don’t share same interests, bullying, 
School: negative factors about school, positive factors about school, recess/lunch activities, 
rules/consequences/rewards, segregated environment 
Student: describe target student by medication, describe target student by disability, 
describe target student by academic ability, perceptions of target student emotions, 
perceptions of target student qualities, “odd one out”, labeling of target student, negative 
comment about target student, positive qualities of target student 
Teacher: inequality of teacher time, negative teacher behaviour 	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APPENDIX II 
Molar analysis results: Case Study 2 
Molar	  analysis	  results	  -­‐	  Case	  Study	  2	  293	  recorded	  codes,	  81.38%	  of	  the	  total	  observation	  time	  	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Ecology	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Activity	  1. Reading	  2. Math	  3. Spelling	  4. Handwriting	  5. Language	  6. Science	  7. Social	  studies	  8. Pre	  Vocational	  9. Gross	  Motor	  10. Daily	  Living	  11. Self-­‐Care	  12. Arts/Craft	  13. Free	  Time	  14. Business	  Management	  15. Transition	  16. Music	  17. Time	  Out	  18. No	  Activity	  19. Can’t	  Tell	  20. Other	  Task	  1. Readers	  2. Workbooks	  3. Worksheet	  4. Paper	  &	  Pen	  5. Listen	  to	  Teacher	  Lecture	  6. Other	  Media	  7. Discussion	  8. Fetch/Put	  away	  9. No	  Task	  Instructional	  Grouping	  1. Whole	  Class	  2. Small	  Group	  3. One	  On	  One	  4. Independent	  5. No	  Instruction	  
	  59	  70	  1	  16	  39	  0	  0	  0	  6	  1	  0	  0	  1	  22	  31	  1	  0	  0	  0	  4	  	  23	  37	  91	  21	  6	  9	  45	  4	  11	  	  144	  3	  0	  79	  14	  
	  19.80	  23.49	  0.34	  5.37	  13.09	  0	  0	  0	  2.01	  0.34	  0	  0	  0.34	  7.38	  10.40	  0.34	  0	  0	  0	  1.34	  	  7.72	  12.42	  30.54	  7.05	  2.01	  3.02	  15.10	  1.34	  3.69	  	  48.32	  1.01	  0	  26.51	  19.46	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Teacher	  Behaviours	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Teacher	  behaviour	  1. Question	  Academic	  2. Question	  Management	  3. Question	  Discipline	  4. Command	  Academic	  5. Command	  Management	  6. Command	  Discipline	  
	  42	  17	  9	  14	  8	  15	  
	  14.09	  5.70	  3.02	  4.70	  2.68	  5.03	  
7. Talk	  Academic	  8. Talk	  Management	  9. Talk	  Discipline	  10. Talk	  Non	  Academic	  11. Non	  Verbal	  Prompt	  12. Attention	  13. Read	  Aloud	  14. Sing	  15. No	  Response	  Teacher	  Approval	  1. Approval	  2. Disapproval	  3. Neither	  Teacher	  Focus	  1. Target	  2. Target	  +	  Others	  3. No	  One	  4. Other	  Teacher	  Position	  1. In	  Front	  2. At	  Desk	  3. Out	  of	  Room	  4. Side	  5. Back	  
61	  16	  7	  7	  2	  1	  3	  0	  44	  	  28	  53	  160	  	  24	  54	  21	  132	  	  29	  14	  2	  73	  96	  
20.47	  5.37	  2.35	  2.35	  0.67	  0.34	  1.01	  0	  14.77	  	  9.40	  17.79	  53.69	  	  8.05	  18.12	  7.05	  44.30	  	  9.73	  4.70	  0.67	  24.50	  32.21	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Student	  Behaviours	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Academic	  responses	  1. Writing	  2. Task	  participation	  3. Read	  aloud	  4. Read	  Silent	  5. Talk	  Academic	  6. No	  academic	  response	  Competing	  responses	  1. Aggression	  2. Disrupt	  3. Talk	  Inappropriate	  4. Look	  Around	  5. Non	  Compliance	  6. Self-­‐Stimulation	  7. Self	  Abuse	  8. No	  Inappropriate	  Behaviour	  Task	  Management	  1. Raise	  Hand	  2. Play	  Appropriately	  3. Manipulate	  Materials	  4. Move	  5. Talk	  Management	  6. Attention	  7. No	  Management	  
	  19	  40	  1	  19	  2	  169	  	  3	  1	  5	  34	  119	  6	  1	  63	  	  6	  0	  75	  3	  6	  4	  148	  
	  6.38	  13.42	  0.34	  6.38	  0.67	  56.71	  	  1.01	  0.34	  1.68	  11.41	  39.93	  2.01	  0.34	  21.14	  	  2.01	  0.00	  25.17	  1.01	  2.01	  1.34	  49.66	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APPENDIX JJ 
Molar analysis results: Case Study 3 
Molar	  analysis	  results	  -­‐	  Case	  Study	  3	  265	  recorded	  codes,	  73.61%	  of	  the	  total	  observation	  time	  	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Ecology	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Activity	  1. Reading	  2. Math	  3. Spelling	  4. Handwriting	  5. Language	  6. Science	  7. Social	  studies	  8. Pre	  Vocational	  9. Gross	  Motor	  10. Daily	  Living	  11. Self-­‐Care	  12. Arts/Craft	  13. Free	  Time	  14. Business	  Management	  15. Transition	  16. Music	  17. Time	  Out	  18. No	  Activity	  19. Can’t	  Tell	  20. Other	  Task	  1. Readers	  2. Workbooks	  3. Worksheet	  4. Paper	  &	  Pen	  5. Listen	  to	  Teacher	  Lecture	  6. Other	  Media	  7. Discussion	  8. Fetch/Put	  away	  9. No	  Task	  Instructional	  Grouping	  1. Whole	  Class	  2. Small	  Group	  3. One	  On	  One	  4. Independent	  5. No	  Instruction	  
	  15	  41	  20	  1	  62	  23	  0	  0	  16	  0	  0	  12	  0	  7	  53	  0	  0	  0	  1	  0	  	  9	  61	  43	  27	  26	  43	  7	  14	  17	  	  87	  5	  1	  136	  7	  
	  5.66	  15.47	  7.55	  0.38	  23.4	  8.68	  0	  0	  6.04	  0	  0	  4.53	  0	  2.64	  20.00	  0	  0	  0	  0.38	  0	  	  3.40	  23.02	  16.23	  10.19	  9.81	  16.23	  2.64	  5.28	  6.42	  	  32.83	  1.89	  0.38	  51.32	  2.64	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Teacher	  Behaviours	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Teacher	  behaviour	  1. Question	  Academic	  2. Question	  Management	  3. Question	  Discipline	  4. Command	  Academic	  5. Command	  Management	  6. Command	  Discipline	  
	  35	  12	  6	  4	  2	  13	  
	  13.21	  4.53	  2.26	  1.51	  0.75	  4.91	  
7. Talk	  Academic	  8. Talk	  Management	  9. Talk	  Discipline	  10. Talk	  Non	  Academic	  11. Non	  Verbal	  Prompt	  12. Attention	  13. Read	  Aloud	  14. Sing	  15. No	  Response	  Teacher	  Approval	  1. Approval	  2. Disapproval	  3. Neither	  Teacher	  Focus	  1. Target	  2. Target	  +	  Others	  3. No	  One	  4. Other	  Teacher	  Position	  1. In	  Front	  2. At	  Desk	  3. Out	  of	  Room	  4. Side	  5. Back	  
59	  31	  26	  10	  2	  0	  18	  0	  32	  	  46	  56	  136	  	  29	  27	  29	  144	  	  78	  52	  10	  48	  23	  
22.26	  11.70	  9.81	  3.77	  0.75	  0	  6.79	  0	  12.08	  	  17.36	  21.13	  51.32	  	  10.94	  10.19	  10.94	  54.34	  	  29.43	  19.62	  3.77	  18.11	  8.68	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Student	  Behaviours	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Academic	  responses	  1. Writing	  2. Task	  participation	  3. Read	  aloud	  4. Read	  Silent	  5. Talk	  Academic	  6. No	  academic	  response	  Competing	  responses	  1. Aggression	  2. Disrupt	  3. Talk	  Inappropriate	  4. Look	  Around	  5. Non	  Compliance	  6. Self-­‐Stimulation	  7. Self	  Abuse	  8. No	  Inappropriate	  Behaviour	  Task	  Management	  1. Raise	  Hand	  2. Play	  Appropriately	  3. Manipulate	  Materials	  4. Move	  5. Talk	  Management	  6. Attention	  7. No	  Management	  
	  43	  53	  6	  5	  4	  140	  	  1	  1	  7	  15	  87	  25	  0	  102	  	  2	  0	  82	  5	  1	  2	  156	  
	  16.23	  20.00	  2.26	  1.89	  1.51	  52.83	  	  0.38	  0.38	  2.64	  5.66	  32.83	  9.43	  0	  38.49	  	  0.75	  0	  30.94	  1.89	  0.38	  0.75	  58.87	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APPENDIX KK 
Molar analysis results: Case Study 4 
Molar	  analysis	  results	  -­‐	  Case	  Study	  4	  311	  recorded	  codes,	  86.38%	  of	  the	  total	  observation	  time	  	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Ecology	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Activity	  1. Reading	  2. Math	  3. Spelling	  4. Handwriting	  5. Language	  6. Science	  7. Social	  studies	  8. Pre	  Vocational	  9. Gross	  Motor	  10. Daily	  Living	  11. Self-­‐Care	  12. Arts/Craft	  13. Free	  Time	  14. Business	  Management	  15. Transition	  16. Music	  17. Time	  Out	  18. No	  Activity	  19. Can’t	  Tell	  20. Other	  Task	  1. Readers	  2. Workbooks	  3. Worksheet	  4. Paper	  &	  Pen	  5. Listen	  to	  Teacher	  Lecture	  6. Other	  Media	  7. Discussion	  8. Fetch/Put	  away	  9. No	  Task	  Instructional	  Grouping	  1. Whole	  Class	  2. Small	  Group	  3. One	  On	  One	  4. Independent	  5. No	  Instruction	  
	  40	  27	  91	  2	  60	  0	  17	  2	  0	  0	  0	  0	  4	  5	  12	  0	  0	  0	  5	  10	  	  5	  68	  49	  42	  37	  2	  47	  1	  15	  	  123	  30	  0	  100	  1	  
	  12.86	  8.68	  29.26	  0.64	  19.29	  0	  5.47	  0.64	  0	  0	  0	  0	  1.29	  1.61	  3.86	  0	  0	  0	  1.61	  3.22	  	  1.61	  21.86	  15.76	  13.50	  11.90	  0.64	  15.11	  0.32	  4.82	  	  39.55	  9.65	  0	  32.15	  0.32	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Teacher	  Behaviours	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Teacher	  behaviour	  1. Question	  Academic	  2. Question	  Management	  3. Question	  Discipline	  4. Command	  Academic	  5. Command	  Management	  6. Command	  Discipline	  
	  24	  6	  7	  8	  12	  6	  
	  7.72	  1.93	  2.25	  2.57	  3.86	  1.93	  
7. Talk	  Academic	  8. Talk	  Management	  9. Talk	  Discipline	  10. Talk	  Non	  Academic	  11. Non	  Verbal	  Prompt	  12. Attention	  13. Read	  Aloud	  14. Sing	  15. No	  Response	  Teacher	  Approval	  1. Approval	  2. Disapproval	  3. Neither	  Teacher	  Focus	  1. Target	  2. Target	  +	  Others	  3. No	  One	  4. Other	  Teacher	  Position	  1. In	  Front	  2. At	  Desk	  3. Out	  of	  Room	  4. Side	  5. Back	  
83	  31	  6	  13	  0	  0	  0	  0	  79	  	  55	  42	  169	  	  12	  48	  69	  124	  	  135	  41	  0	  47	  10	  
26.69	  9.97	  1.93	  4.18	  0	  0	  0	  0	  25.40	  	  17.68	  13.50	  54.34	  	  3.86	  15.43	  22.19	  39.87	  	  43.41	  13.18	  0	  15.11	  3.22	  MS-­‐CISSAR	  category:	  Student	  Behaviours	  Sub	  Category:	  	   Frequency	   %	  obs	  time	  Academic	  responses	  1. Writing	  2. Task	  participation	  3. Read	  aloud	  4. Read	  Silent	  5. Talk	  Academic	  6. No	  academic	  response	  Competing	  responses	  1. Aggression	  2. Disrupt	  3. Talk	  Inappropriate	  4. Look	  Around	  5. Non	  Compliance	  6. Self-­‐Stimulation	  7. Self	  Abuse	  8. No	  Inappropriate	  Behaviour	  Task	  Management	  1. Raise	  Hand	  2. Play	  Appropriately	  3. Manipulate	  Materials	  4. Move	  5. Talk	  Management	  6. Attention	  7. No	  Management	  
	  79	  91	  5	  28	  1	  73	  	  0	  0	  9	  50	  7	  7	  2	  180	  	  6	  0	  88	  9	  5	  3	  154	  
	  25.40	  29.26	  1.61	  9.00	  0.32	  23.47	  	  0	  0	  2.89	  16.08	  2.25	  2.25	  0.64	  57.88	  	  1.93	  0	  28.30	  2.89	  1.61	  0.96	  49.52	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APPENDIX LL 
Teacher Observation categories – Case Study 2 
Teacher	  Observation	  Categories	  Case	  Study	  2	  
	  
1:1	  response	  to	  target	  student:	  	  1:1	  attention,	  verbal	  scaffold	  for	  activity,	  
Activity:	  handwriting,	  dance,	  maths	  
Classroom	  environment:	  noisy,	  student	  positioning	  in	  classroom	  	  
Consequences:	  retribution,	  opportunity	  for	  restoration,	  crying	  	  
Inclusion	  of	  target	  student:	  not	  included	  in	  class	  activity	  	  
Lesson	  focus:	  groupwork,	  worksheets,	  transition,	  contract	  work	  	  
Mode	  of	  instruction:	  whole	  class	  instruction,	  target	  student	  only	  directive,	  attends	  to	  IWB	  instruction	  	  
Peers:	  negative	  peer	  response,	  talk	  about	  student	  behind	  her	  back,	  peer	  support	  with	  academic	  activity,	  	  
Student	  self-­‐stimulatory	  behaviour:	  rocking	  on	  chair,	  	  	  
Target	  student	  academic	  task	  behaviour:	  reading,	  written	  response,	  verbal	  response	  to	  teacher	  questioning	  
Target	  student	  attention	  seeking	  behaviour:	  seeking	  teacher	  attention,	  
Target	  student	  inappropriate	  behaviour:	  complaining,	  shouting	  at	  teacher	  
Target	  student	  off	  task	  behaviour:	  avoidance	  behaviour,	  manipulating	  materials	  (off-­‐task),	  non-­‐compliant	  behaviour,	  ignoring	  teacher	  questions,	  head	  in	  hands	  	  
Target	  student	  moves	  around	  classroom:	  walks	  to	  bin	  to	  sharpen	  pencil,	  walks	  to	  where	  teacher	  is	  located,	  	  	  
Task	  management:	  raising	  hand	  to	  answer	  question,	  cutting,	  	  
Teacher	  attention:	  to	  target	  student,	  off	  target	  student,	  includes	  target	  student	  
Theory	  of	  mind	  behaviours:	  literal	  response,	  perseveration,	  no	  eye	  contact,	  late	  to	  class,	  takes	  on	  role	  of	  teacher	  	  
Teacher	  response	  to	  target	  student:	  raises	  voice,	  clarification	  of	  task,	  threatening	  detention/Principal,	  praise	  to	  target	  student,	  ignored	  by	  teacher	  when	  displaying	  appropriate	  behaviour	  (hand	  up	  to	  answer	  question),	  tactical	  ignoring	  by	  teacher	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APPENDIX MM 
Teacher Observation categories – Case Study 3 
	  
Teacher	  Observation	  Categories	  Case	  Study	  3	  	  
1:1	  response	  to	  target	  student:	  1:1	  with	  teacher	  
Activity:	  maths	  groups,	  class	  engaged	  with	  task,	  DEAR	  	  
Asperger	  Syndrome	  behaviours:	  visceral	  response	  to	  noise,	  lack	  of	  emotional	  response,	  fastidiousness,	  repetitive	  behaviours	  
Classroom	  environment:	  noisy	  classroom,	  no	  visual	  supports,	  seating	  arrangements,	  toys	  present	  but	  not	  being	  engaged	  with	  
Instruction:	  verbal	  instructions,	  adjustments	  to	  task,	  attends	  to	  IWB,	  	  
Peers:	  not	  engaged	  with	  lesson,	  sent	  from	  room,	  taunt/bully	  target	  student,	  peer	  aggression,	  peer	  support,	  peer	  request,	  complies	  with	  peer	  request	  
Location:	  front	  of	  room,	  next	  to	  target	  student,	  out	  of	  room,	  	  
Relationships:	  quiet	  personal	  interaction	  between	  T	  and	  S,	  positive	  encouragement,	  direct	  engagement	  with	  S	  –	  keep	  on	  task,	  positive	  interaction	  with	  peers,	  negative	  interaction	  with	  peers,	  positioning,	  isolates	  self	  from	  peers,	  hides	  behind	  teacher	  
Target	  student	  academic	  task	  behaviour:	  compliant	  with	  teacher	  directive,	  engaging	  with	  task	  independently,	  positive	  body	  language,	  questioning	  teacher,	  questioning	  behaviour,	  walks	  on	  tiptoes,	  anger	  at	  peer	  
Target	  student	  off	  task	  behaviour:	  not	  engaged	  with	  lesson,	  playing	  with	  toy	  shark,	  playing	  with	  toy	  dinosaur,	  picking	  at	  his	  fingers,	  head	  in	  hands,	  physical	  movement,	  making	  noises,	  wanders	  around	  room,	  walks	  to	  where	  teacher	  is	  located	  
Teacher	  behaviour:	  academic	  behaviour,	  reactive/management	  behaviour,	  teacher	  admission	  of	  stress	  
Teacher	  response	  to	  target	  student:	  praise,	  choice	  option,	  
Theory	  of	  mind	  behaviours:	  perseveration,	  no	  eye	  contact,	  self-­‐talk	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APPENDIX NN 
Teacher Observation categories – Case Study 4 
	  
Teacher	  Observation	  Categories	  Case	  Study	  4	  	  
Activity:	  PE	  lesson,	  maths	  groups,	  spelling	  test,	  assessment	  task	  
Asperger	  Syndrome	  characteristics:	  obsessive	  behaviours,	  student	  no	  eye	  contact,	  not	  understanding	  humour/sarcasm,	  sensory	  dislike	  (noise)	  
Asperger	  Syndrome	  communication	  behaviours:	  flat	  tone,	  no	  expression,	  no	  intonation,	  good	  pronunciation,	  self	  corrects	  
Environment:	  environment,	  activity,	  class	  singing	  
Instruction:	  verbal	  instructions,	  extension	  task,	  small	  group	  activities,	  left	  behind	  (due	  to	  verbal	  instructions)	  
Peers:	  teacher	  individual	  support	  peers,	  no	  peer	  interaction	  
Self	  identity:	  self	  determination,	  positive	  display	  of	  emotion	  
Social	  inclusion:	  imitates	  actions	  of	  others	  	  
Social	  inclusion	  initiated	  by	  target	  student:	  talking	  to	  peer,	  social	  interaction	  self	  initiated,	  positioning	  self	  with	  friends	  
Target	  student	  academic	  behaviour:	  completion	  of	  task,	  task	  management	  behaviour,	  student	  clarification	  questions,	  hand	  up	  to	  answer	  question,	  follows	  routine,	  follows	  teacher	  instruction,	  waiting,	  turn-­‐taking,	  academic	  behaviours,	  read	  aloud,	  silent	  reading	  
Target	  student	  off-­‐	  task	  behaviour:	  manipulating	  materials,	  non-­‐attending	  behaviour,	  copies	  answer	  of	  peer,	  off	  task	  behaviour,	  disengagement	  from	  whole	  class	  activity,	  negative	  behaviour,	  non-­‐adherence	  to	  rules,	  ignores	  inappropriate	  behaviour	  directed	  toward	  him,	  detention	  
Teacher	  behaviour:	  teacher	  questioning,	  non-­‐verbal	  prompt	  (pointing),	  teacher	  non-­‐response,	  teacher	  jokes,	  academic	  talk	  by	  teacher	  
Teacher	  response	  to	  target	  student:	  praise,	  eye	  contact,	  quiet	  talking	  to	  student,	  called	  on	  to	  answer	  question	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APPENDIX OO 
MS-CISSAR selective coding categories – Case Study 2 
MS-­‐CISSAR	  Selective	  Coding	  Categories	  -­‐	  Case	  Study	  2	  
	  
Ecology	  
Activity	   Physical	  
Arrangement	  
Instructional	  
grouping	  
Task	  	  
Activity	   Classroom	  environment	   Inclusion	  of	  target	  student	  Peers	   Lesson	  focus	  Mode	  of	  instruction	  
Teacher	  Behaviours	  
Teacher	  behaviour	   Teacher	  focus	   Teacher	  position	   Teacher	  approval	  Teacher	  attention	  Teacher	  response	  to	  target	  student	  
1:1	  response	  to	  target	  student	   	   Consequences	  
Student	  behaviours	  
Academic	  responses	   Competing	  responses	   Task	  management	  Target	  student	  academic	  task	  behaviour	   Target	  student	  off	  task	  behaviour	  Target	  student	  attention	  seeking	  behaviour	  Target	  student	  moves	  around	  classroom	  Student	  self-­‐stimulatory	  behaviour	  Target	  student	  inappropriate	  behaviour	  Theory	  of	  mind	  behaviours	  
Task	  management	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APPENDIX PP 
MS-CISSAR selective coding categories – Case Study 3 
MS-­‐CISSAR	  Selective	  Coding	  Categories	  -­‐	  Case	  Study	  3	  
	  
Ecology	  
Activity	   Physical	  
Arrangement	  
Instructional	  
grouping	  
Task	  	  
Activity	   Classroom	  environment	   Peers	   Instruction	  
Teacher	  Behaviours	  
Teacher	  behaviour	   Teacher	  focus	   Teacher	  position	   Teacher	  approval	  Relationships	  Teacher	  behaviour	  Teacher	  response	  to	  target	  student	  
1:1	  response	  to	  target	  student	   Location	   	  
Student	  behaviours	  
Academic	  responses	   Competing	  responses	   Task	  management	  Target	  student	  academic	  task	  behaviour	   Asperger	  Syndrome	  behaviours	  Target	  student	  off	  task	  behaviour	  Theory	  of	  mind	  behaviours	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APPENDIX QQ 
MS-CISSAR selective coding categories – Case Study 4 
MS-­‐CISSAR	  Selective	  Coding	  Categories	  -­‐	  Case	  Study	  4	  
 
Ecology 
Activity Physical 
Arrangement 
Instructional 
grouping 
Task  
Activity Environment Peers Instruction 
Teacher Behaviours 
Teacher behaviour Teacher focus Teacher position Teacher approval 
Teacher behaviour Teacher response 
to target student 
  
Student behaviours 
Academic responses Competing responses Task management 
Asperger Syndrome 
communication behaviours 
Target student academic 
behaviour 
Asperger Syndrome 
characteristics 
Self identity 
Social inclusion* 
Social inclusion initiated 
by target student* 
Target student off- task 
behaviour 
 
 
* coded as inappropriate talk “Defined as those instances in which the student is observed talking 
to a peer or teacher about either non-academic or non task management matters (Greenwood et al., 
1997, p. 78). 
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APPENDIX RR 
Interview categories and supporting open codes: Case Study 2 
	  
Interview	  categories	  and	  supporting	  open	  codes:	  Case	  Study	  2	  	  
Asperger	  Syndrome:	  characteristics	  of	  Asperger	  Syndrome,	  comparison	  between	  students	  with	  AS	  diagnosis,	  aspects	  of	  individual	  student,	  Asperger	  Syndrome	  as	  “type	  of	  autism”,	  theory	  of	  mind,	  elaboration,	  off	  topic,	  perseveration,	  egocentric,	  no	  knowledge	  of	  Asperger	  Syndrome,	  Asperger	  Syndrome	  as	  disease,	  fixations,	  characteristics	  of	  autism	  
Attitudes:	  “interesting”,	  laugh	  (negative	  affect),	  labeling,	  acceptance,	  uniqueness,	  “understanding”,	  fairness/equity,	  child	  identified	  by	  their	  disability,	  flexibility,	  dichotomy	  between	  Principal	  and	  staff	  (flexible	  v	  inflexible,	  can	  lose	  v	  can’t	  lose),	  Principal	  as	  “savior”	  –	  all	  knowing,	  all	  seeing,	  “power	  holder”,	  expert,	  reactive	  processes,	  derogatory,	  self-­‐deprecating	  
Behaviour:	  student	  behaviour,	  teacher	  behaviour,	  consequences,	  rewards,	  expectations,	  self	  reports	  anger/violence,	  self	  reports	  behaviour,	  rules,	  escalations	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  time,	  perceptions	  of	  target	  student	  behaviour	  
Disability:	  disability	  =	  virus,	  disability	  as	  visible	  (wheelchair,	  physical),	  disability	  =	  deficit,	  disability	  as	  excuse,	  examples	  of	  disabilities,	  disability	  as	  a	  disease,	  disability	  is	  “funny”	  	  
Experience:	  previous	  teaching	  experiences/exposure,	  historical	  reference,	  previous	  schooling	  experiences	  
Family:	  family	  factors,	  parental	  satisfaction,	  home	  school	  relationships	  
Identity:	  self-­‐identification,	  self	  reports	  sensory	  dislikes,	  self-­‐reports	  emotions,	  sees	  self	  as	  helper	  
Inclusion:	  include	  in	  everything,	  inclusion	  as	  hard	  work,	  inclusion	  relies	  on	  teacher	  delivery,	  whole	  school	  responsibility,	  exclusion,	  staff	  as	  barrier	  to	  inclusion,	  inclusion	  as	  a	  competition	  (win,	  lose,	  fight),	  collaboration,	  special	  privileges,	  target	  student	  as	  receiving	  different	  treatment	  from	  teacher,	  target	  student	  as	  receiving	  extra	  time	  from	  teacher,	  examples	  of	  different	  treatment	  
Interests:	  target	  student	  interests,	  recess/lunch	  activities	  –	  solitary,	  computers	  preferred	  activity,	  dislikes	  boy	  stuff,	  prefers	  indoor	  activities,	  peer	  interests	  
Interview	  behaviours:	  laugh	  (nerves),	  correction,	  contradictory,	  agreement,	  questioning,	  processing	  lag,	  explanation,	  demographic	  information,	  echoing	  
Instruction:	  strategies,	  universal	  design,	  student	  engagement,	  “team	  teaching”,	  shared	  planning,	  theory	  VS	  practice	  
Peers:	  impact	  of	  peers,	  professional	  development	  for	  peers,	  peers	  escalate	  behaviour,	  gender	  difference	  in	  peer	  response	  
Personal:	  personal	  judgements/egocentric	  ownership,	  pitying	  (help	  these	  children),	  teacher	  as	  diagnostician,	  laugh	  (humour),	  personal	  justification,	  likes	  at	  school,	  don’t	  know/unsure,	  “unrealistic	  expectations”,	  mending	  relationships,	  external	  locus	  of	  control,	  changing	  teacher	  priorities/attitudes,	  positive	  factors	  about	  school	  
Placement:	  environmental	  impacts,	  placement	  decisions,	  higher	  order	  decision-­‐making	  processes,	  special	  programs,	  enrolment	  factors,	  placement	  is	  Principals	  decision,	  placement	  factors,	  assessment,	  DEC	  –	  Ivory	  Tower	  –	  Systemic	  blinkering,	  disability	  weighting,	  education	  as	  a	  right	  
Professional:	  role	  in	  school,	  qualifications,	  professional	  judgements,	  lack	  of	  confidence	  in	  own	  understanding,	  professional	  knowledge,	  professional	  learning,	  accountability	  to	  students,	  documentation,	  professional	  knowledge	  self	  initiated,	  professional	  knowledge	  of	  staff	  
Social	  inclusion:	  “bullying”,	  relationships,	  difference,	  social	  skills	  programs/instruction,	  influences	  on	  social	  inclusion,	  enjoyable	  activity,	  friendships,	  absence	  of	  friends,	  peer	  rejection,	  student	  as	  barrier,	  prefers	  to	  be	  alone,	  identification	  of	  friends,	  qualities	  of	  a	  friend,	  friends	  outside	  of	  school,	  reciprocal	  friendship,	  “conditional	  “	  friendship,	  friendship	  over	  time,	  self	  reports	  no	  friends,	  “nice	  people”	  rather	  than	  friends,	  likes	  having	  friends,	  positive	  factors	  for	  social	  inclusion,	  students	  social	  behaviours,	  suffocate	  one	  particular	  friend,	  peer	  identification	  that	  they	  wouldn’t	  play	  with	  target	  student,	  gender	  friendship	  
Students:	  identification,	  depersonalise	  student,	  comparison	  with	  regular	  students,	  impact	  of	  student	  in	  class,	  self-­‐determination,	  recognising	  individual	  needs	  of	  students,	  describing	  student	  by	  physical	  appearance,	  describing	  student	  by	  their	  behaviour,	  describe	  target	  student	  by	  academic	  ability	  
Support:	  visual	  supports,	  value	  of	  learned	  others,	  classroom	  supports	  –	  SLSO,	  on-­‐task	  support,	  “funding”,	  time	  as	  a	  resource,	  lack	  of	  resources,	  support	  =	  “never	  ending	  money	  pit”	  
Teacher:	  positive	  report	  of	  teacher,	  skills	  of	  teachers,	  impact	  of	  included	  student	  on	  staff	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APPENDIX SS 
Interview categories and supporting open codes: Case Study 3 
Interview	  categories	  and	  supporting	  open	  codes:	  Case	  Study	  3	  	  
Asperger	  Syndrome:	  characteristics	  of	  Asperger	  Syndrome,	  fixations,	  sensory	  issues,	  comparison	  between	  students	  with	  Asperger	  Syndrome	  diagnosis,	  presence	  of	  splinter	  skills,	  elaboration,	  off	  topic,	  perseveration,	  egocentric,	  factual	  statement	  to	  respond	  to	  question,	  theory	  of	  mind,	  aspects	  of	  Asperger	  Syndrome,	  fixations,	  part	  of	  spectrum,	  increase	  in	  prevalence	  of	  Asperger	  Syndrome	  
Attitudes:	  Autism	  as	  continuum,	  labeling,	  acceptance,	  melting	  pot	  of	  disability	  in	  one	  class,	  “management”,	  blaming	  others,	  depersonalise,	  hearsay,	  pitying	  
Behaviour:	  student	  behaviour,	  teacher	  behaviour,	  violent	  behaviours,	  justification	  for	  own	  behaviour,	  rules	  /consequences,	  expression	  of	  violent	  behaviour	  (game),	  expression	  of	  violent	  behaviour	  (self),	  violent	  behaviour	  as	  revenge,	  “anger	  bar”,	  retelling	  a	  story/description,	  student	  coping	  mechanisms	  
Experience:	  previous	  teaching	  experiences/exposure,	  outcomes	  based	  education,	  refers	  to	  previous	  schooling	  experiences,	  “experience	  leads	  to	  understanding”	  
Family:	  family	  factors,	  family	  described	  by	  their	  game	  playing	  ability,	  families	  have	  a	  voice,	  support	  for	  families,	  home	  school	  relationships	  
Identity:	  self-­‐identification,	  self	  reports	  sensory	  likes,	  self	  reports	  emotions,	  self	  reports	  anger/violence,	  self-­‐discloses	  as	  having	  disability,	  identifies	  self	  through	  disorder,	  blames	  combination	  of	  disorders	  for	  heightened	  anger,	  compares	  self	  to	  others	  with	  Asperger	  Syndrome	  or	  ADHD,	  likes	  to	  be	  powerful,	  self	  identity,	  self	  reports	  weaknesses,	  moral	  judgement,	  target	  student	  as	  expert	  other,	  construct	  of	  imagination	  
Inclusion:	  include	  in	  everything,	  shared	  responsibility,	  inclusion	  philosophy,	  inclusion	  =	  involvement	  in	  mainstream,	  inclusion	  considers	  individual	  needs,	  school	  promotes	  inclusion,	  whole	  school	  responsibility,	  collaboration,	  exclusion,	  lot	  of	  students	  with	  Asperger	  Syndrome	  enrolled	  
Instruction:	  strategies,	  visual	  supports,	  universal	  design,	  “different	  curriculum”,	  “accommodations”,	  student	  centred	  teaching	  
Interests:	  target	  student	  interests,	  recess/lunch	  activities	  –	  group,	  recess/lunch	  activities	  –	  solitary,	  talks	  about	  specific	  interest,	  self	  as	  part	  of	  the	  game,	  specific	  dislikes,	  no	  opportunity	  to	  engage	  in	  interest	  at	  school	  
Interview	  behaviours:	  correction,	  contradictory,	  agreement,	  disagreement,	  questioning,	  processing	  lag,	  avoidance	  
Peers:	  impact	  of	  peers,	  peers	  escalate	  behaviour,	  included	  by	  peers	  in	  group	  work,	  comparison	  to	  peers,	  impact	  of	  peers	  on	  teacher/student	  time,	  negative	  perceptions	  of	  group	  work,	  peers	  as	  triggers	  to	  behaviour	  
Personal:	  personal	  judgements/egocentric	  ownership,	  pitying	  (help	  these	  children),	  personal	  teaching	  history,	  likes	  at	  school,	  don’t	  know/unsure,	  sarcasm,	  future	  goals,	  emotional	  VS	  physical	  pain,	  helplessness	  
Placement:	  environmental	  impacts,	  placement	  decisions,	  higher	  order	  decision-­‐making	  processes,	  special	  programs,	  “behaviour	  playground”,	  Systemic	  blinkering,	  special	  class,	  huge	  need	  for	  special	  classes,	  range	  of	  student	  needs	  in	  school	  community,	  “mainstream”	  
Professional:	  professional	  judgements,	  lack	  of	  confidence	  in	  own	  understanding,	  professional	  knowledge,	  professional	  learning,	  role	  in	  school,	  joint	  decision-­‐making,	  professional	  knowledge	  self	  initiated,	  systemic	  barriers,	  knows	  acronyms	  but	  not	  
what	  they	  stand	  for,	  skills	  of	  teachers,	  professional	  knowledge	  of	  staff,	  school	  open	  to	  visitors	  
Social	  inclusion:	  relationships,	  difference,	  social	  skills	  programs/instruction,	  barriers,	  influences	  on	  social	  inclusion,	  absence	  of	  friends,	  social	  inclusion	  as	  acceptance,	  bullying,	  prefers	  to	  be	  alone,	  identification	  of	  friends	  (unprompted),	  qualities	  of	  a	  friend,	  friends	  outside	  of	  school,	  “conditional	  “	  friendship,	  enemies,	  “half	  a	  friend”,	  friends	  a	  lot	  younger	  in	  age,	  identification	  of	  “best	  friend”,	  suffocate	  one	  particular	  friend,	  student	  as	  barrier	  to	  social	  inclusion,	  “social	  awkwardness”,	  schools	  “generate	  social	  opportunities”	  
Student:	  comparison	  with	  regular	  students,	  aspects	  of	  individual	  student,	  self-­‐determination,	  student’s	  history,	  student	  as	  isolate,	  selective	  academic	  skills,	  “Likes”	  to	  avoid	  school,	  recognising	  individual	  needs	  of	  students,	  describing	  student	  by	  their	  behaviour,	  describing	  student	  by	  their	  abilities,	  	  
Support:	  value	  of	  learned	  others,	  classroom	  supports	  –	  Teacher’s	  Aide	  (magic	  wand	  effect??),	  “funding”,	  systemic	  resources,	  expert	  other	  as	  support,	  problem	  solver,	  limited	  integration	  funding	  support,	  lack	  of	  resources,	  school-­‐based	  supports,	  geographic	  barriers	  to	  support,	  increase	  counselling	  time,	  1	  on	  1	  support	  
Teacher:	  positive	  report	  of	  teacher,	  negative	  report	  of	  teacher,	  can	  talk	  with	  teacher,	  comparisons	  between	  teachers,	  positive	  teacher	  qualities	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APPENDIX TT 
Interview categories and supporting open codes: Case Study 4 
Interview	  categories	  and	  supporting	  open	  codes:	  Case	  Study	  4	  
	  
Asperger	  Syndrome:	  characteristics	  of	  Asperger	  Syndrome-­‐	  routine,	  structure,	  “They	  have	  to	  know	  what’s	  going	  on”,	  predictability,	  comparison	  between	  students	  with	  Asperger	  Syndrome	  diagnosis,	  elaboration,	  off	  topic,	  perseveration,	  egocentric,	  factual	  statement	  to	  respond	  to	  question,	  theory	  of	  mind	  
Attitudes:	  depersonalise	  student,	  difference,	  teacher	  as	  diagnostician,	  laugh	  (negative	  affect),	  labeling,	  acceptance,	  “fits	  in”,	  autism	  as	  continuum,	  part	  of	  spectrum,	  exposure	  leads	  to	  understanding,	  management,	  anti-­‐discrimination,	  resentment	  at	  lack	  of	  teacher	  time	  for	  peers,	  positive	  qualities	  of	  target	  student,	  hearsay,	  “social	  justice”	  
Behaviour:	  student	  behaviour,	  teacher	  behaviour,	  violent	  behaviours,	  coping	  strategies,	  justification	  for	  own	  behaviour,	  rules	  /consequences,	  teach	  coping	  strategies	  to	  target	  student,	  justification	  of	  student	  behaviour,	  target	  student	  physically	  hurts	  peers,	  strategies	  for	  dealing	  with	  peer	  anger	  	  
Disability:	  disability	  as	  visible	  (wheelchair,	  physical),	  disability	  as	  needing	  help,	  disability	  =	  anger	  management	  issues,	  previous	  exposure	  to	  person	  with	  disability,	  previous	  exposure	  to	  person	  with	  disability	  through	  film,	  television,	  text,	  community,	  absence	  of	  learning	  about	  disability	  in	  school,	  talk	  with	  family	  about	  disability	  
Experience:	  previous	  teaching	  experiences/exposure,	  refers	  to	  previous	  schooling	  experiences	  
Family:	  family	  factors,	  families	  have	  a	  voice,	  positive	  family	  involvement,	  professional	  development	  for	  families,	  home	  school	  relationships	  
Identity:	  individuality,	  uniqueness,	  vulnerability,	  self	  reporting,	  self	  reports	  emotions,	  self	  reports	  anger/violence,	  “I	  have	  lots	  of	  best	  friends”,	  self	  reports	  weaknesses,	  future	  goals,	  self	  reports	  as	  smarter,	  plays	  school	  sport,	  self-­‐determination,	  knows	  he	  has	  Asperger	  Syndrome,	  difficulties	  caused	  by	  Asperger	  Syndrome,	  recognises	  friends	  as	  support,	  target	  student	  self-­‐discloses	  behaviour	  
Inclusion:	  include	  in	  everything,	  inclusion	  depends	  on	  child,	  inclusion	  =	  involvement	  in	  mainstream,	  school	  promotes	  inclusion,	  inclusion	  in	  all	  aspects	  of	  school,	  support	  classes	  from	  establishment	  made	  inclusion	  easier,	  peer	  identification	  of	  target	  student	  as	  receiving	  different	  treatment	  from	  teacher,	  peer	  identification	  of	  target	  student	  as	  receiving	  extra	  time	  from	  teacher	  
Instruction:	  Visuals	  
Interests:	  target	  student	  interests,	  recess/lunch	  activities	  –	  group,	  	  
Interview	  behaviours:	  correction,	  contradictory,	  agreement,	  questioning,	  dismissive,	  echoing	  
Peers:	  impact	  of	  peers,	  peers	  as	  support,	  opportunities	  for	  interaction	  with	  mainstream	  peers,	  activities,	  relationship	  with	  peers,	  adult	  support	  for	  peers	  
Personal:	  personal	  judgements/egocentric	  ownership,	  dislikes	  about	  school,	  don’t	  know/unsure,	  increase	  in	  prevalence	  of	  Asperger	  Syndrome,	  demographic	  information,	  examples	  of	  different	  treatment,	  self-­‐empowerment	  
Placement:	  environmental	  impacts,	  placement	  decisions,	  higher	  order	  decision-­‐making	  processes,	  special	  programs,	  playground	  issues,	  enrolment	  factors,	  placement	  factors	  (Teacher	  consultation),	  	  
assessment,	  documentation,	  principal	  as	  decision	  maker,	  “mainstream”,	  lot	  of	  students	  with	  Asperger	  Syndrome	  enrolled,	  diagnosis	  only	  when	  child	  enters	  school	  
Professional:	  professional	  knowledge,	  professional	  learning,	  qualifications,	  role	  in	  school,	  professional	  knowledge	  self	  initiated,	  professional	  knowledge	  of	  staff,	  collaboration	  
School:	  “constructive	  playground”,	  positive	  factors	  about	  school,	  role	  of	  Principal	  
Social	  inclusion:	  “	  social	  aspects”,	  “bullying”,	  social	  skills	  programs/instruction,	  barriers	  to	  social	  inclusion,	  influences	  on	  social	  inclusion,	  friendships,	  social	  integration,	  “socially	  sensitive”,	  “withdrawn”,	  provision	  of	  social	  opportunities,	  identification	  of	  friends	  (unprompted),	  friendship	  over	  time,	  sits	  near	  friends	  in	  class,	  wants	  to	  share	  friends’	  interests,	  positive	  factors	  for	  social	  inclusion,	  social	  inclusion	  =	  participation,	  friendships,	  friends	  as	  positive	  factor,	  friendship	  qualities,	  unconditional	  friendship,	  “big	  group	  of	  friends”	  
Student:	  comparison	  with	  regular	  students,	  selective	  academic	  skills,	  learning	  issues,	  recognising	  individual	  needs	  of	  students,	  describing	  student	  by	  their	  behaviour,	  peer	  identification	  of	  target	  student	  as	  friend	  (unprompted),	  peer	  identification	  of	  target	  student	  as	  friend	  (prompted)	  
Support:	  supports	  for	  teaching,	  expert	  other	  as	  support,	  problem	  solver,	  limited	  integration	  funding	  support,	  support	  for	  students	  only	  if	  needed,	  external	  actions	  to	  help	  
Teacher:	  positive	  report	  of	  teacher,	  negative	  report	  of	  teacher,	  comparisons	  between	  teachers,	  teacher	  as	  “helper”	  	  
  462 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX UU 
Selective coding summary for Case Study 3 
Selective coding summary: Case Study 3 
 
Construct Categories 
Attitudes toward Inclusion 
(AI) 
Attitudes 
Inclusion 
Personal 
Teacher Effectiveness 
(TE) 
Asperger Syndrome 
Behaviour 
Experience 
Instruction 
Professional 
Students 
Teacher 
Academic Climate 
(AC) 
Placement 
Support 
Social Inclusion 
(SI) 
Interests 
Peers 
Social inclusion 
Other 
(O) 
Family 
Identity 
Interview behaviours 
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APPENDIX VV 
Selective coding summary for Case Study 4 
Selective coding summary: Case Study 4 
 
Construct Categories 
Attitudes toward Inclusion  
(AI) 
Attitudes 
Disability 
Inclusion 
Personal 
Teacher Effectiveness  
(TE) 
Asperger Syndrome 
Behaviour 
Experience 
Instruction 
Professional 
Student 
Teacher 
Academic Climate  
(AC) 
Placement 
School 
Support 
Social Inclusion  
(SI) 
Interests 
Peers 
Social inclusion 
Other  
(O) 
Family 
Identity 
Interview behaviours 
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APPENDIX WW 
Triangulation summary table – Case Study 2 
Triangulation Summary Table – Case Study 2 
 
Attitudes toward Inclusion construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Less than positive 
attitude toward 
disability and 
inclusion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inclusion of target 
student has a 
negative impact on 
the rest of the 
students 
 
 
The analogy of 
inclusion as a 
competition 
• Derogatory terms used to define disability: “disease” 
or a “virus” and to describe target student: 
“interesting”, labeling. 
• Inclusion is “hard work” and although it was a 
“whole school responsibility”, inclusion ultimately 
“relied on teacher delivery”. 
• Disapproval by the teacher toward the target student 
occurred twice as often as approval. 
• Student was identified by their disability and other 
factors rather than by their individual identity with 
comparisons made to other students.  
• Personal judgements most commonly occurring 
category. 
 
• Target student perceived as receiving different 
treatment from the teacher. 
• Perceived inequality of teacher time and support. 
• Time in supporting students with disabilities is time 
taken from other students.  
 
• Language used relates inclusion to a fight or 
competition, “win”, “lose”, “I have to win” 
Interview (T, P, 
PG) 
 
 
Interview (T, P) 
 
 
EBASS 
 
Interview (T, S, 
P, PG) 
 
Interview (T, S, 
P, PG) 
 
Interview (PG), 
EBASS, written 
record 
 
Interview (T, P) 
 
 
Interview (P) 
Academic Climate construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Higher order 
decision making 
(external locus of 
control) 
 
Systemic 
blinkering 
 
 
 
Support required 
from expert other 
 
 
 
 
Not enough support 
or resources 
available 
 
• Decisions impacting on the teacher, student and 
peers are made for them rather than with them. 
• Teacher not involved in discussions around class 
placement of target student.   
 
• DEC not aware of issues at the coalface for school 
staff 
 
• School not seen to have the capacity to support 
students with Asperger Syndrome. Need to access a 
‘learned other’ for this assistance.  
 
• Identified lack of targeted resources, support = 
“never ending money pit”, never enough time or 
funding 
Interview (T, P, 
PG) 
Interview (T) 
 
 
Interview (P) 
 
 
Interview (T, P) 
 
 
 
Interview (T, P) 
 
Teacher Effectiveness construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Lack of knowledge 
of Asperger 
Syndrome by key 
participants 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Principal 
recognised as 
power holder 
 
Teacher shows a 
lack of confidence 
in own abilities 
• Comments from interviews label AS as a disease 
and that is it the same as autism. 
• Teacher states she has limited knowledge of AS. 
• Whole class verbal instruction does not recognise 
learning style of students with AS. 
• Teacher positioning not supportive of direct 
instruction of student. 
• No use of visual scaffolds or instructions. 
 
• Student is compared to other students who are 
diagnosed with AS. 
 
• Principal identifies self as all-knowing power 
holder. States teachers “give me their power” 
 
 
• Nervous laugh throughout interview. States she 
doesn’t know what to do. No consistent response to 
target student’s behaviour.  
• No attempt made by teacher to address inordinate 
amount of target student off-task behaviour when 
manipulating materials and demonstrating non-
compliance.  
Interview (T, P) 
 
Interview (T) 
 
EBASS 
 
EBASS, written 
record 
EBASS, written 
record 
 
Interview (T) 
 
 
Interview (P) 
 
 
 
Interview (T), 
EBASS,  
written record, 
SOS 
Social Inclusion construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
No opportunities 
for social 
interactions given 
in the classroom 
 
Environment not 
created to engage 
student socially 
 
Student allowed to 
disengage from 
social situations 
 
 
Teacher is primary 
social partner 
 
Peers social 
rejection of target 
student 
• Teacher utilises whole class and individual 
instruction and does not have any group work 
activities in the classroom. 
 
 
• Student sits alone at a desk in front of the teacher’s 
table. Not placed with a group of students.  
 
 
• Student walks away from social situations, ignores 
her peers. No direct instruction as to relevant social 
skills. 
• Student identifies they have no friends and prefers to 
be alone.   
• Social interactions are recorded as primarily 
occurring between the student and teacher. 
 
• Peers feel sorry for student. State they would not 
play with her. Do not identify her as a friend.  
EBASS, written 
record 
 
 
 
Written record 
 
 
 
Written record, 
SOS 
 
Interview (S) 
 
SOS, Interview 
(T) 
 
Interview (PG), 
SOS 
Other 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Family factors 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Student identity 
• Principal discussed the role families’ play in school 
life and home/school relationships. 
• She believed families often have ‘unrealistic 
expectations’ for their child.  
• Student discussed family only in relation to structure 
and her place within it. 
 
• Student was the only participant to describe herself 
through her likes and dislikes, interests and 
emotions.   
• Other participants defined her by a range of her 
abilities, her behaviour and through comparison to 
other students.   
• Manipulation of materials was a defining feature of 
target student. Aligns with aspects of AS 
behaviours. 
Interview (P) 
 
 
 
Interview (S) 
 
 
Interview (S) 
 
 
Interview (T, P, 
PG) 
 
EBASS, written 
records, SOS 
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APPENDIX XX 
Triangulation summary table – Case Study 3 
Triangulation Summary Table – Case Study 3 	  
Attitudes toward Inclusion construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Inclusion seen as a 
whole school 
responsibility 
 
 
 
No knowledge of 
Disability 
Standards 
• Learning Support Teams. 
• Inclusive language used by participants, e.g ‘school 
community’. 
• Use of STLA, school counsellor, other agencies in 
supporting individual students. 
 
• Principal self report 
• Teacher self report 
Interview (P, T) 
Interview (P, T), 
written records 
 
 
 
Interview (P, T) 
Academic Climate construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Not enough support 
or resources 
available 
 
Support in the form 
of additional TA 
time 
 
 
 
 
 
Systemic issues 
with resourcing 
 
 
Placement issues 
 
• “Resourcing is always a problem in schools”.  
• Geographic barriers to support. 
 
 
• Due to prevalence of students with additional needs 
in every classroom, teachers don’t have the time to 
support them all.  
• Need to access additional support in the form of 
TA’s.   
• Student on-task with 1:1 attention 
 
 
• From a systemic base, we need to put more 
resources in. 
 
• Establishment of class, purpose 
• Environmental impact - noise 
 
Interview (P, T) 
 
 
 
EBASS, 
Interviews (P, T) 
 
 
 
Written records 
 
 
Interview (P) 
 
 
Interview (P) 
Written records, 
SOS 
Teacher Effectiveness construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Individualised 
approach to student 
support 
 
 
Lack of knowledge 
about AS VS 
quality practice 
 
 
 
• Ivan’s adjustment of assessment task 
• Principal comments 
• 1: 1 support 
• Has taught student with AS before.  
 
• Teacher states he has limited knowledge of AS. 
• Whole class verbal instruction does not recognise 
learning style of students with AS. 
• Creation of class, noisy environment 
• No use of visual scaffolds or instructions. 
• Places student in sensory defensive situation  
Written record, 
EBASS, student 
observation, 
Interview (P) 
 
 
Interview (T), 
EBASS, written 
record 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Skills of teacher/s 
recognised 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Effectiveness 
compromised by a 
range of factors 
 
 
 
 
Student behaviour 
BUT 
• Talks with student using quiet voice, 1:1 
interactions, gets down to student’s level, scaffolds 
student to stay on task, makes eye contact, and 
makes adjustments to assessment to allow student 
participation. Can talk about appropriate behaviours.  
 
• Principal complimentary of teacher’s knowledge and 
expertise.  
• Teacher positioning, in front or directly beside 
student is supportive of direct instruction  
• Class engaged in purposeful activity for entire 
observational period.  
• Use of ICT, IWB to engage students.  
 
• As sport coordinator, T is often out of the school. 
Disruption to routine. 
• Nature of class requires a shared focus (takes away 
from individual student). 
• Class also extremely stressful – results in activities 
that stress target student – dodgeball.  
 
• Student not engaged in non-academic responses for 
over half of observational period.  
• Primarily non-compliant and self-stimulation 
behaviours – playing with stuffed shark and picking 
at fingers.  
• Visceral response to noise – covers ears with hands. 
 
 
EBASS, written 
records, 
Interview (T) 
 
 
 
 
Interview (P), 
EBASS, written 
records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interview (T), 
EBASS, written 
record 
 
 
EBASS, written 
record 
 
SOS, written 
records 
Social Inclusion construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
No opportunities 
for social 
interactions given 
in the classroom 
 
 
Student makes 
themselves an 
isolate 
 
 
 
 
Target student’s 
violent behaviours 
 
 
 
Student engages in 
social interactions 
• Teacher utilises whole class and individual 
instruction and does not have any group work 
activities in the classroom. 
• Student sits alone at the back of the room. Limited 
engagement with peers.  
 
• Student identifies they have no friends and prefers to 
be alone.   
• Calls stuffed toy his friend. 
• Limited functionality of enactment skills of social 
interaction 
 
• Student self reports wanting to “harm” other 
students and teacher.  
• Exposure to violent video games. 
• Observed violent behaviour – picks up chair 
 
 
• Hangs around edges of conversation but walks away 
EBASS, written 
record 
 
SOS, written 
record 
 
 
Interview (S) 
SOS 
 
 
 
 
Interview (P, S) 
SOS 
 
 
 
Written record 
 
only on his terms 
 
 
 
Teacher is primary 
social partner 
 
 
Peers play a key 
role in the 
functioning of the 
classroom 
when asked a question 
• Identifies much younger students as who he plays 
with in playground. Can control them.  
 
• Social interactions are recorded as primarily 
occurring between the student and teacher. 
 
 
• Negative relationship with peers. Angry glaring, 
following. Shark is object of teasing.  
• Only one positive interaction with a peer noted. 
Interview (S) 
 
 
 
SOS, Interview 
(T, S) 
 
 
SOS, Written 
records 
 
Other 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Self identity • Student identifies self as having a mix of disabilities. 
• Blames his behaviour on his autism and ADHD 
• Enjoys games about power. Sees himself as 
powerful. 
• Sees self as more knowledgeable than peers.  
• Talks about friends but unable to name them when 
asked.  
Interview (S) 
Family • Principal discussed the role families’ play in school 
life and home/school relationships. 
• Student discussed family only in relation to video 
game playing ability 
 
Interview (P) 
 
Interview (S) 
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APPENDIX YY 
Triangulation summary table – Case Study 4 
Triangulation Summary Table Case Study 4 
 
Attitudes toward Inclusion construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Inclusion seen as a 
whole school 
responsibility 
 
 
Placement of 
support class in 
school from 
establishment 
 
Principal advocate 
for inclusion 
 
Positive attitudes 
toward disability,  
anti discrimination 
and social justice 
 
• Inclusive language used by participants, e.g 
“Partnership between myself (P) and the teachers” 
• Students involved in all routines and processes of 
the school. 
 
• Comment from Principal and Teacher supports this. 
 
 
 
 
• Comment from Principal interview supports this. 
 
• The teacher showed more approval toward the target 
student than disapproval.  
• Student was identified by their individual traits and 
other factors before their disability. 
• Personal judgements most commonly occurring 
category. 
Interview (P, T, 
S, PG), written 
records, SOS 
 
 
Interview (P, T) 
 
 
 
 
Interview (P) 
 
 
EBASS 
 
Interview (T, S, 
P, PG) 
Interview (T, S, 
P, PG) 
Academic Climate construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Negotiation and 
support for teachers 
regarding 
placement 
 
 
Professional 
development 
provided by in-
school staff 
 
• Principal ensures teachers are aware of needs of 
students in their classes. 
• Encourages teachers to highlight their support needs. 
• Placement considers social needs of target student.   
 
 
• School has capacity to up skill staff in the area of 
Asperger Syndrome. 
• School offers professional development for staff 
around Asperger Syndrome. 
Interview (P) 
 
 
Interview (T), 
written records 
 
Interview (P) 
 
Interview (T) 
Teacher Effectiveness construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Knowledge of 
Asperger 
Syndrome 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Lots of jokes, sarcasm. Not understood by J. 
• Predominantly verbal instructions. J often gets lost 
with too many. 
• Teacher positioning supportive of direct instruction 
of student. 
• No use of visual scaffolds or instructions. 
• Whole class verbal instruction does not recognise 
learning style of students with AS. 
• BUT support through non-verbal prompts (pointing, 
moving head). 
EBASS, written 
records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Comparison to typically developing peers 
• Ex-special Ed teacher 
• Teacher as diagnostician “I identified that there was 
something different”, “I have another one who I 
think is Asperger’s”.  
• Focus on Jacob as different and fitting in– to 
typically developing peers, to other students with AS 
she had taught previously.  
• Knowledge described as average  
• Adapts teaching to the social level  
• Nothing about instruction mentioned by teacher 
 
Interview (P, T) 
Interview (T) 
 
Interview (T) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Social Inclusion construct 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Peers play a key 
role in the social 
behaviours of the 
target student 
 
 
 
Target student 
initiated social 
interactions 
 
Teacher places 
onus of social 
inclusion on 
student 
 
Environment 
created to engage 
student socially 
 
• They know J has Asperger Syndrome. 
• Recognition of impact of AS and how best to 
support J.  
• Unconditional friendship. 
BUT  
• Some resentment at lack of teacher time 
 
• Coded as ‘inappropriate talking’ 
 
 
 
• Comment in interview about how students with 
Asperger Syndrome need to be able to interpret 
other kids and ‘fit in’.  
 
 
• Target student sits with friends. 
• Awareness by teacher of placing target student with 
friends in class.  
• Student acknowledges they like to sit with their 
friends. 
Interview (P, S, 
PG) 
 
 
 
Interview (PG) 
 
EBASS, written 
records, SOS 
 
 
Interview (T) 
 
 
 
 
Interview (T, S), 
EBASS, written 
records, SOS 
Other 
Findings Evidence Data Source/s 
Self identity • Student identifies self as having Asperger 
Syndrome. 
• Blames his behaviour on his AS 
• Recognises transition to high school as stressor.  
Interview (S) 
 
Family • Family important to him. 
• Sees himself as ‘big brother’ and having to look 
after his younger siblings. 
• Home school partnership requires work 
Interview (S) 
 
 
Interview (P) 
 
 
